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Despite the importance of trust across multiple levels in organizations, extant reviews have focused
predominantly on trust at the individual level. A systematic review of trust research across levels and
trust referents is sorely needed to synthesize the growing number of both micro and macro studies on
this topic. Moreover, as trust is a linchpin for divergent areas, such as negotiation, leadership, team
processes, human resource management, organizational change, entrepreneurship, and strategic alliances, a multilevel–multireferent review of trust can facilitate integration in the field of organizational
sciences. In this review, the authors adopt a levels-of-analysis approach to organize the research on
trust between 2000 and 2011 in multiple referents that include interpersonal, team, and organization
at the individual, team, and organizational levels and analyze the similarities and differences in
antecedents, consequences, and theoretical perspectives dominant at each level. Building on this
foundation, the authors identify current strengths, weaknesses, and research gaps; offer recommendations for integration across levels and referents; and discuss lingering questions that research so far
has overlooked. In doing so, the review offers a systematic and comprehensive view of the current
state of the trust literature in organizational sciences and provides a blueprint for future research.
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Decades of research have highlighted the central role of trust in organizations. At the
micro level, trust has been linked to outcomes such as employee satisfaction (Edwards &
Cable, 2009; Gulati & Sytch, 2007), effort and performance (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen,
2002; Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007), citizenship behavior (Mayer & Gavin, 2005;
Walumbwa, Luthans, Avey, & Oke, 2011), collaboration and teamwork (Sargent & Waters,
2004; Simons & Peterson, 2000), leadership effectiveness (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Gillespie
& Mann, 2004), human resource management (HRM) perceptions (Graham & Tarbell,
2006), and negotiation success (Lee, Yang, & Graham, 2006; Olekalns & Smith, 2007). At
the macro level, trust has been credited as a driving force in organizational change and
survival (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Sonpar, Handelman, & Dastmalchian, 2009),
entrepreneurship (Blatt, 2009), strategic alliances (Fryxell, Dooley, & Vryza, 2002; Ireland,
Hitt, & Vaidyanath, 2002), mergers and acquisitions (Maguire & Phillips, 2008; Stahl &
Sitkin, 2005), and even national-level economic health (Fukuyama, 1995).
Despite the growing evidence that trust is important in organizations, extant syntheses of
research predominantly focus on trust at the individual level (e.g., Lewicki, Tomlinson, &
Gillespie, 2006; Kramer, 1999; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt,
& Camerer, 1998). Organizations are inherently multilevel systems, and trust, like many
other constructs, operates at the individual, team, and organizational levels of analysis,
making attention to different levels a theoretical and empirical imperative (Klein, Dansereau,
& Hall, 1994). Although the large body of trust research has uncovered important findings,
there have been no systematic reviews of trust across levels, and it remains unclear as to
whether the antecedents and consequences currently identified in studies at one level are
unique to that level of analysis or applicable across levels (i.e., quasi-isomorphic). Therefore,
an integration of trust research across multiple levels in organizations is sorely needed.
As the first review that examines the nexus of trust and levels of analysis, this article
serves three novel functions. First, we organize and review studies on trust based on different
levels, including the individual, team, and organizational levels, and thus our review includes
trust at higher levels that have not been previously reviewed. Within each level, we also
consider different referents of trust, such as trust in leaders, trust in teams, and trust in
organizations. Based on these two distinctions, we offer a multilevel–multireferent framework
that differentiates between trust at a level of analysis and trust in a referent. Our multilevel–
multireferent framework is important for improving precision in the conceptualization of
trust in organizations. Second, we highlight the antecedents and consequences of trust that
have (and have not) been examined at each level. In doing so, this review delineates the
commonalities and differences in the antecedents and consequences of trust across levels and
referents. Finally, based on our review, we articulate a multilevel research agenda for research
on trust in organizations, including potential isomorphism at different levels, the top-down
and bottom-up effects of trust, and the interrelationships of trust across referents and levels.
Above all, given that trust can act as a linchpin for numerous topics in the organizational
sciences, including negotiation, leadership, team processes, HRM, organizational change,
entrepreneurship, and strategic alliances, among others, we believe that this multilevel review
of trust can ultimately facilitate integration across divergent areas and be of interest to
researchers and practitioners alike.
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To provide a timely and sufficiently in-depth analysis of the current state of the literature,
this review focuses primarily on the trust research published during the past decade to
illustrate the development of the field after the seminal reviews in the late 1990s by Mayer
and colleagues (1995), Rousseau and colleagues (1998), and Kramer (1999), among others.
Specifically, based on the list of the top-tier journals the Financial Times used for 2009–2011
business school rankings, we selected 15 journals in the areas of organizational behavior,
HRM, strategy, entrepreneurship, and international business: the Academy of Management
Journal, Academy of Management Review, Administrative Science Quarterly, Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, Human Resource Management, Journal of Applied Psychology,
Journal of Business Ethics, Journal of Business Venturing, Journal of International Business
Studies, Journal of Management Studies, Management Science, Organization Science,
Organization Studies, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, and
Strategic Management Journal. Further, consistent with recent reviews published in the
Journal of Management (e.g., Hiller, DeChurch, Murase, & Doty, 2011; Nicholls-Nixon,
Castilla, Garcia, & Pesquera, 2011), we added the Journal of Management, Journal of
Organizational Behavior, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Leadership Quarterly, and
Personnel Psychology to our list of journals.
Using the EBSCOhost and ScienceDirect databases, we collected all articles published in
these 20 journals in the period between January 2000 and December 2011 that included the
word trust in titles, abstracts, or keyword or subject terms. We excluded commentaries,
dialogues, book reviews, and papers that examine trust in the financial or legal sense (e.g.,
trust funds, antitrust law).1 Our search yielded 375 papers.2 In addition, we included classic
works (e.g., Das & Teng, 1998; Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Zaheer, McEvily, & Perrone,
1998) to compare and contrast them with recent literature throughout our multilevel–
multireferent review.3 While we sought to provide a representative review for the past 10
years, we were also mindful not to reiterate gaps already addressed in other reviews on trust.
We carefully looked at previous reviews (e.g., Burke, Sims, Lazzara, & Salas, 2007; Lewicki
et al., 2006; Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007) to ensure that the issues identified in our
review build upon and extend the topics that have been raised and do not restate the same
content as these prior reviews. Further, many of the gaps we identify concern multilevel
theorizing, and as we show in this review, levels of analysis and trust have only recently
received attention. In sum, the topics discussed in this review are uniquely informed by the
levels perspective and have yet to be systematically reviewed thus far.
The organization of this review is as follows. We first review key distinctions regarding
trust at different levels and trust in different referents to introduce our multilevel–multireferent
framework. Particular attention is paid to the similarities and differences in definitions of
trust across levels of analysis. Thereafter, we review research on trust at each level with
respect to different referents. We identify influential theoretical perspectives, summarize
key antecedents and consequences, and articulate the strengths and limitations of research at
each level of analysis. Building on this, we then present examples of multilevel and crosslevel models that hold promise to integrate research on trust across levels. We end with a
discussion of some lingering questions in current trust research and additional future research
directions.
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Key Distinctions
Trust at Different Levels and Trust in Different Referents
To organize extant research effectively, we distinguish between trust at a level and trust in
a referent, distinctions that have not been made clearly in the previous literature. Trust at a level
refers to the level of analysis of a study. In this article, we review research at three organizational
levels—individual, team, and organizational. Trust at the individual level denotes an individual’s
degree of trust. Trust at the higher levels refers to the degree of trust collectively shared by
individuals within a unit. For example, trust at the team level represents the aggregated degree
of trust that is shared with sufficient consensus among members in a team. Likewise, trust at the
organizational level involves the aggregated degree of trust shared with sufficient consensus
among members in an organization.
Trust in a referent refers to the target of the trust (i.e., the trustee). Within each level of
analysis, at least three referents are possible: interpersonal, team, and organization.4 The
interpersonal referent refers to a specific other or others such as a leader, a negotiation
partner, a stranger, or a coworker or coworkers. Note that interpersonal trust is differentiated
from the disposition of generalized trust or trust propensity (Goldberg, 1999; Mayer et al.,
1995; Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994) in that the former is directed toward a specific target
whereas generalized trust is about people in general. The team referent, different from
interpersonal referents, refers to trust in a collectivity of interdependent people pursuing a
shared goal with inherently unique dynamics.5 Trust in the team referent is becoming
increasingly important given the reliance on teams in organizations (Kozlowski & Ilgen,
2006). Lastly, the organization referent refers to trust in the entity of an organization.
Differentiating trust referents facilitates organizing and grasping this continually expanding
literature. It is also theoretically important because, as we demonstrate in this review, trust in
different referents can have divergent antecedents and consequences due to the changing
relational dynamics across referents. For example, employees can have needs and concerns
with their coworkers that are different from those with their leaders or organizations, thus
making it possible that different antecedents and consequences might characterize different
referents.
We note that although research on various combinations of levels and referents is
theoretically possible, as will be evident below, there is a concentration within each level on
particular referents to the exclusion of others. Specifically, while research on the individual
level tends to focus on multiple referents, research on trust at the team level has focused on
the interpersonal and team referents and much less so on the organization referent. Likewise,
research on trust at the organizational level has focused mainly on trust in coworkers and
organizations, with little focus on trust in other interpersonal referents or in teams. Our
multilevel–multireferent framework thus affords an understanding of where trust research
has resided and areas that have so far been overlooked.

Defining Trust
Trust is a construct with a long history and broad relevance. It is not surprising that a
multitude of definitions of trust, predominantly at the individual level, have been offered in
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the organization sciences alone, and numerous reviews have focused exclusively on these
definitions (e.g., Castaldo, Premazzi, & Zerbini, 2010; McKnight, Choudhury, & Kacmar,
2002; Romano, 2003; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). Without reiterating the issues
already discussed at length, we refer readers to these other reviews for a good summary of
topics that have been raised in the definition of trust, including the distinction among bases
of trust and between attitudinal versus behavioral trust (Kramer, 1999), the dimensionality of
trust (Lewicki et al., 2006), the conceptualizations of trust in different disciplines (Rousseau
et al., 1998), and the relationship between trust definition and measurement (Dietz & Den
Hartog, 2006).
Because the focus of our review is on levels of analysis and different trust referents, we
focus our analysis of the definitions on the similarities and differences in how trust has been
defined across levels and referents in the past 10 years. Table S1 in the online journal summarizes a sample of the various ways in which trust has been defined at the individual, team,
and organizational levels with respect to the interpersonal, leader, team, and organization
referents.
First, noting the commonalities, a perusal of Table S1 illustrates that the vast majority of
trust definitions focus on two key dimensions that have been identified in prior reviews
(Dietz & Den Hartog, 2006; Ferrin, Bligh, & Kohles, 2008; Huff & Kelley, 2003; Kim,
Ferrin, Cooper, & Dirks, 2004; Tan, Yang, & Veliyath, 2009): positive expectations of trustworthiness, which generally refers to perceptions, beliefs, or expectations about the trustee’s
intention and being able to rely on the trustee, and willingness to accept vulnerability, which
generally refers to suspension of uncertainty (Möllering, 2006) or an intention or a decision
to take risk and to depend on the trustee. These two common dimensions have appeared
across not only different levels but also different referents in our review. For example, much
research across levels and referents has adopted a definition by Mayer and colleagues that
describes trust as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party
based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party” (1995: 712). Along the
same lines, other research has drawn upon Rousseau and colleagues, who defined trust as “a
psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive
expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (1998: 395). Likewise, these two
dimensions are included in the conceptualizations of trust at the team level (e.g., Korsgaard,
Bordt, & Whitener, 2002; Langfred, 2004) and at the organizational level (e.g., Davis,
Schoorman, Mayer, & Tan, 2000; Fryxell et al., 2002). In short, Table S1 illustrates that the
use of both positive expectations about trustworthiness and willingness to accept vulnerability are applied well beyond the individual level and are found with respect to a variety of
referents.
Nevertheless, it should be noted that, while a growing number of definitions include both
dimensions (e.g., Deery, Iverson, & Walsh, 2006; Edwards & Cable, 2009; Van Dijke, De
Cremer, & Mayer, 2010), a good number of definitions tend to focus only on positive expectations (e.g., Ferrin, Dirks, & Shah, 2006; Menges, Walter, Vogel, & Bruch, 2011; Simons &
Peterson, 2000). Fewer focus only on vulnerability (Chua, Ingram, & Morris, 2008; Gainey
& Klass, 2003; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). To provide clarity, we recommend that
researchers be very clear about the emphasis their definition places on positive expectations,
vulnerability, both, or neither and the rationale for this emphasis in relation to a particular
referent and a particular level of analysis.
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Further, other distinctions within these two dimensions can be noted in Table S1. For
example, with respect to positive expectations, definitions tend to vary on whether they focus
on generalized expectations or specific expectations. Some definitions describe general positive expectations (e.g., Krishnan, Martin, & Noorderhaven, 2006; Simons & Peterson, 2000)
or confidence (e.g., Deery et al., 2006; Nielsen & Nielsen, 2009) that one will not be harmed,
without specifying the content of the expectations. Other definitions focus on specific characteristics of the trustee, which generally follow Mayer and colleagues’ distinction of ability,
or domain-specific competence of a trustor; benevolence, or that the trustee would “do good
to the trustor” (1995: 718); and integrity, or that “the trustee adheres to a set of principles that
the trustor finds acceptable” (1995: 719), including reliability, fairness, justice, and consistency. For example, at the individual level, some definitions for the interpersonal referent
focus on benevolence—“will act beneficially” (Saparito, Chen, & Sapienza, 2004: 400),
“will not be harmed” (Deery et al., 2006: 167), and “behave in a benevolent manner”
(De Jong, Van der Vegt, & Molleman, 2007: 1626). To a lesser extent, definitions at this
level focus on integrity—“about the integrity and dependability” (Ferrin et al., 2006: 871)
and “may be relied upon to fulfill its obligations, to behave predictably, and to act and negotiate fairly” (Gulati & Sytch, 2007: 41). Other definitions at the individual level focus on
ability, as indicated in Oreg and Sverdlik’s definition (“management’s ability to steer the
organization”; 2011: 341). At the higher levels, a number of definitions focus on multiple
dimensions (e.g., Dirks, 2000; Faems, Janssens, Madhok, & Van Looy, 2008; Schaubroeck,
Lam, & Peng, 2011). This suggests that people may have disparate expectations of different
trustees at different levels. However, there tends to be a lack of theoretical justification
throughout the literature on why certain dimensions are relevant and not others (see Colquitt,
LePine, Zapata, & Wild, 2011, and Cruz, Gómez-Mejia, & Becerra, 2010, for exceptions).
We suggest that researchers justify why they define positive expectations generally or in
terms of specific dimensions.
Moreover, researchers need to be very clear in the referent to which specific positive
expectations apply. For example, although it is encouraging to see that research has begun to
specify the referent in trust definitions, after explicit calls from prior reviews (e.g., Colquitt
et al., 2007; Dirks & McLean Parks, 2003; Schoorman et al., 2007), Table S1 also clearly
indicates that many trust definitions do not include the referent of trust. For example, at the
individual level, some definitions do not specify a referent even when trust is targeted to a
leader (e.g., Simmons, Gooty, Nelson, & Little, 2009) or an organization (e.g., Edwards &
Cable, 2009). Likewise, at the team and organizational levels, research can be vague about
the referent, using terms such as “multiple organizational members” (Shockley-Zalabak,
Ellis, & Winograd, 2000) and “each other” (e.g., Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). We suggest
that researchers specify the referent in their research to improve construct and theoretical
clarity and to allow comparison across studies.
While the above discussion relates to the dimension of positive expectations, it is also
worthwhile to illustrate the variability with which the second dimension—willingness to
accept vulnerability—has been treated in the literature across levels and referents. While not
all definitions explicitly discuss willingness to be vulnerable, the majority of definitions
make reference to vulnerability, using language such as “risk,” “uncertainty,” and “opportunities.” Similar to positive expectations, some definitions tend to be general (e.g., “in a situation involving risk or vulnerability,” Graebner, 2009: 436). Others specify the contexts of
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risk, which can arise due to the trustee (e.g., “uncertainty regarding motives and prospective
actions,” Chua et al., 2008: 436; “be vulnerable to the actions of another,” Edwards & Cable,
2009: 657) or due to the situation (e.g., “in conditions of interdependence and risk,” Mesquita, 2007: 73; “in situations involving some risk,” Langfred, 2004: 386). Interestingly, at
the organizational level with another organization as a referent, all definitions explicitly
mention risk and opportunism, with few exceptions (e.g., Carson, Madhok, Varman, & John,
2003), suggesting that risk and vulnerability with entities outside of the organization may be
more salient than those with entities within the organization, an emphasis related to the transaction cost economics theory in research on interorganizational relations (cf. Verbeke & Greidanus, 2009).
What is noteworthy about the definitions in Table S1 is that there is clearly a new distinction that goes beyond former reviews on trust, namely, the conceptualization of trust as a
shared construct beyond the individual level. Whereas previous research on the individual
level has conceptualized trust as an individual phenomenon, trust at higher levels is typically
conceptualized as a construct shared by unit members. Among the definitions that discuss
trust as a shared construct, the particular nature of the sharedness varies somewhat by levels.
For example, at the team level, some definitions refer to the aggregate or shared (Langfred,
2004; Simons & Peterson, 2000) aspect of team trust. De Jong and Elfring, for example,
defined team trust as “shared generalized perceptions of trust” (2010: 536). At the organizational level, some researchers defined trust as an attribute of the context (Gibson &
Birkinshaw, 2004) or climate (Shockley-Zalabak et al., 2000). For example, Collins and
Smith discussed organizational trust in terms of “the collective set of norms, values, and
beliefs” (2006: 547), and Huff and Kelley defined interorganizational trust as “a collectively
held trust orientation toward a partner firm” (2003: 82). It is also notable that, with a few
exceptions (e.g., De Jong & Elfring, 2010; Langfred, 2004), definitions at higher levels tend
to omit the emergent nature of the construct—a point to which we will return later as a critical area for future research. Further, some definitions bypass the component of sharedness
and appear to be applied directly from the individual level (e.g., Carson et al., 2003). Other
definitions, such as that of interorganizational trust, describe that the trust belief is held by
one firm in another firm (Krishnan et al., 2006; Lui & Ngo, 2005), without indicating whether
there is a consensus among members of a firm. We generally recommend that the trust definitions at higher levels should specify how trust is conceptualized at those levels and be clear
on the sharedness and emergence of the construct, using the terminology put forth by the
levels-of-analysis literature when applicable (Chan, 1998; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). This
will facilitate construct clarity and theory building of trust across levels of analysis.
This review more generally poses the question of whether trust is a fundamentally different phenomenon across levels and referents. While it is certainly theoretically possible that
trust is different across levels, there are also bound to be similarities, as have been found with
other constructs in the organizational sciences literature. Many constructs that have been
investigated in multiple levels, including organizational climate (Glick, 1985), creativity
(Drazin, Glynn, & Kazanjian, 1999), efficacy (Lindsley, Brass, & Thomas, 1995), and
empowerment (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999), have been argued to be quasi-isomorphic across
levels. For example, research on efficacy has used a central component in definitions to support fruitful examination of the construct across levels (Chen & Bliese, 2002; Chen et al.,
2002; Gibson, 2001). Self-efficacy at the individual level is defined as “beliefs in one’s
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capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997: 3), while team efficacy has been defined as “the team members’
collective belief in their capability to perform their job” (May & Schwoerer, 1994: 30).
Assuming quasi-isomorphism for constructs in early stages of multilevel research is consistent with the recommendations made by researchers in the levels-of-analysis literature (e.g.,
Chan, 1998; Chen, Mathieu, & Bliese, 2004; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Put differently,
when in an early stage of investigating a construct across levels, assumptions are made about
certain similarities of the construct—namely, isomorphism of the construct content and
meaning—across levels to make meaningful comparisons (Chen, Mathieu, et al., 2004). We
too suggest that trust definitions across levels and referents share at least some similarities or
core dimensions. In particular, positive expectations of trustworthiness and willingness to
accept vulnerability are likely contained in trust across levels and referents, and as such, there
will likely be a certain degree of construct invariance. To be sure, trust across levels and
referents is still at the nascent stage of scholarship, and future work is needed to directly test
the construct invariance across levels, a point to which we return later in the discussion.
Defining trust across levels and referents. Based on these two dimensions—positive
expectations of trustworthiness and willingness to accept vulnerability—we offer specific
definitions of trust across levels and referents. Trust at the individual level is thus treated
as a personal belief about the degree to which a particular referent is trustworthy and to
which one is willing to accept vulnerability vis-à-vis this referent. We use the general term
positive expectations to broadly encompass the three dimensions of trustworthiness (ability,
benevolence, and integrity). Trust at higher levels of analysis is conceptualized as direct
consensus compositional models (Chan, 1998) and assumes that trust in a particular referent
is shared across individuals in a unit. Drawing on these notions and prior definitions (e.g.,
Rousseau et al., 1998), we define trust in an interpersonal referent at the individual level as
a psychological state comprising willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive
expectations of a specific other or others, trust in an interpersonal referent at the team level
as a shared psychological state among team members comprising willingness to accept
vulnerability based on positive expectations of a specific other or others, and trust in an
interpersonal referent at the organizational level as a shared psychological state among
organizational members comprising willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive
expectations of a specific other or others. Likewise, trust in an organization at the individual level is defined as a psychological state comprising willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations of an organization, and trust in an organization at the
team level as a shared psychological state among team members comprising willingness to
accept vulnerability based on positive expectations of an organization, and trust in an organization at the organizational level as a shared psychological state among organizational
members comprising willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations of
an organization.

The Individual Level
Having discussed the definitions of trust, we now turn to our multilevel-multireferent
review of the trust literature. Research on trust in organizational sciences has historically
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focused most of its attention at the individual level of analysis, and our review of the past 10
years of research echoes this tradition. These studies have examined the antecedents and consequences of individuals’ trust in a wide range of referents (Dietz & Den Hartog, 2006; Mayer
et al., 1995). As will be seen below, several dominant theoretical paradigms are notable at this
level. Many studies draw on the broad perspective of social exchange theory (Axelrod, 1984;
Blau, 1964; Deutsch, 1958) to explain how individuals trust another individual or entity,
based on what they put into and what they receive from a relationship. When individuals perceive an imbalance in the exchange and experience dissatisfaction, trust decreases (Ambrose
& Schminke, 2003; Aryee et al., 2002; Khazanchi & Masterson, 2011). Such cost-and-benefit
analyses can be subjective, and both economic and relational concerns can be considered.
Studies on the effect of equity, fairness, and reciprocity principles draw heavily on this theory
(Aryee et al., 2002; Choi, 2008; Deery et al., 2006; Gopinath & Becker, 2000), as do studies
on the psychological contract that concerns expectations of tangible and intangible work outcomes (Montes & Irving, 2008; Restubog, Hornsey, Bordia, & Esposo, 2008; Robinson,
1996) and studies on perceived organizational support (Whitener, 2001). Although not mutually exclusive from social exchange theory, the embeddedness perspective extends beyond
the dyadic relationship between a trustor and a trustee and considers the impact of third parties
(Ferrin et al., 2006).
Research at this level also focuses on trust as a sense-making process (Caldwell & Hansen,
2010), drawing on social information processing theory and attribution theory. Social information processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) purports that individuals form beliefs
and attitudes partially through the social environment, such as information provided by
others. This perspective has been particularly influential in research on antecedents of trust
such as communication (Hill, Bartol, Tesluk, & Langa, 2009) and reputation (Lau & Liden,
2008). Attribution theory (Heider, 1958; Weiner, 1992) has been used to explain how trustors
perceive the trustworthiness of the trustee and the relationship with the trustee (Tomlinson &
Mayer, 2009). This perspective has been particularly influential in research on antecedents of
trust such as generalized propensity to trust (Colquitt et al., 2007), leadership behavior
(Gillespie & Mann, 2004; Korsgaard, Brodt, & Whitener, 2002), and monitoring and contracts (Ferrin, Bligh, & Kohles, 2007; Malhotra & Murnighan, 2002).
Finally, social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) is another important theoretical
perspective of trust at this level, as seen in a good number of studies. Because individuals
strive to maintain a positive view of the self, when trustees are viewed to be connected to
oneself, such as by sharing similarities or group membership, this theory provides a mechanism for why interpersonal trust (Giessner & Van Knippenberg, 2008; Gillespie & Mann,
2004; Naquin & Paulson, 2003), trust in teams (Jehn & Mannix, 2001), and trust in organizations (Restubog et al., 2008) would increase, as discussed below.

Antecedents of Individual Trust in Interpersonal Referents
Interpersonal trust includes specified referents such as a negotiator, a leader, and a
coworker or coworkers. Because of the vast number of studies, we organize our review by
various key antecedents before turning to the consequences of interpersonal trust. Tables 1
and 2 present a summary of our review on the antecedents and consequences for each level.
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As can be seen, categories of antecedents or consequences are listed in the top row while the
level and the referent of trust are indicated in the first left column. Only example studies are
provided.
Characteristics of the trustor. Generalized propensity to trust has been found to facilitate
interpersonal trust, due to willingness to form new relationships and to give others a second
chance (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Rotter, 1980). Colquitt and colleagues (2007) found that
propensity to trust is positively correlated with perceptions of others’ trustworthiness
(ability, benevolence, and integrity; Mayer et al., 1995). Followers with high propensity to
trust have been found to have high trust in leaders despite low perceptions of leader trustworthiness (Grant & Sumanth, 2009). The effect of propensity to trust has further been found
to be stronger in virtual than face-to-face environment (Yakovleva, Reilly, & Werko, 2010).
A number of other trustor characteristics also have been examined: Long-term time perspective (Korczynski & Ott, 2005) has been linked to higher levels of trust in the interpersonal
referent, and secure attachment style (Simmons et al., 2009) has been linked to higher levels
of trust in leaders. Sniezek and Van Swol (2001) found that individuals with low power
trusted their counterparts with high power more than the high-power counterparts trusted
them.
Characteristics of the trustee. Research consistently has shown that trustors are concerned about vulnerability associated with the potential loss from trusting (e.g., Özer, Zhen,
& Chen, 2011). To the extent that the trustee can engender positive perceptions in the trustor,
a trusting relationship is more likely to take place. Overall, all three trustworthiness dimensions (ability, benevolence, and integrity) on the part of the trustee have been found to contribute to individuals’ trust in interpersonal referents. In a meta-analysis, Colquitt and colleagues (2007) found that perceptions of ability were positively related to trust in interpersonal referents. It is also important for interpersonal trust in online transactions (Balasubramanian, Konana, & Menon, 2003). For the leader referent, to the extent that followers
perceive leaders to be high on competence, trust in leaders is higher (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002).
Specific leader behaviors that demonstrate competence, such as communicating a collective
vision, also have been linked to high levels of trust in leaders (Gillespie & Mann, 2004).
Likewise, benevolence has been found to be a key predictor of interpersonal trust (Colquitt
et al., 2007; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). In mentor–protégé relationships, support behaviors that
indicate benevolence are positively related to interpersonal trust, an effect mediated by met
expectations (Young & Perrewé, 2000). Perceived voluntary help from the trustee (De Jong
et al., 2007) and rapport demonstrated from the trustee in the form of sympathy and cooperation (Jap, Robertson, & Hamilton, 2011) have been found to increase interpersonal trust. For
the leader referent, the behavior of demonstrating individualized support has been linked to
high levels of trust in leaders (Hernandez, 2008; Korsgaard et al., 2002). Relatedly, a one-toone relationship with the leader appears to be particularly important in engendering followers’ trust in leaders. Roussin (2008) found that customizing leadership through dyadic interaction between a leader and individual team members, but not group interactions between a
leader and the whole group, led to high individual trust in leaders.
Finally, as with ability and benevolence, perceptions of integrity are positively related to
trust in interpersonal referents (Colquitt et al., 2007). For example, interpersonal trust is
higher when the trustee is perceived to be able to uphold commitments, particularly when the
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Level and Referent

Individual level
Individual trust in
interpersonal referents

Propensity to trust
(e.g., Dirks &
Ferrin, 2002;
Yakovleva, Reilly,
& Werko, 2010)b
Long-term time
perspective
(Korczynski & Ott,
2005)
Secure attachment
(Simmons et al.,
2009)a

Trustor
Characteristics
Perceptions of ability,
integrity, and
benevolence (e.g.,
Colquitt, Scott, &
LePine, 2007)b
Voluntary help (De
Jong, Van der Vegt, &
Molleman, 2007)b
Individualized support
(Korsgaard et al.,
2002)a
Rapport and loyalty
(Jap, Robertson, &
Hamilton, 2011;
Rosanas & Velilla,
2003)
Justice, fairness, and
ethical conduct (e.g.,
Bews & Rossouw,
2002; Johnson &
Lord, 2010; Yang et
al., 2009)b
Behavioral integrity
(e.g., Simons, 2002)a
Participative and
consulting decisionmaking (Huang, Iun,
Liu, & Gong, 2010)a
Leadership styles (e.g.,
ethical,
transformational,
transactional, and
servant; e.g., Brown et
al., 2005; Jung &
Avolio, 2000; Van
Dierendonck, 2010)a

Trustee Characteristics
and Behavior

Communication
Processes

Structural/Networks
Characteristics

Cultural-ethnic
Communication
Types of ties (Chua
similarity (Jiang,
medium (e.g., Hill,
et al., 2008)
Chua, Kotabe, &
Bartol, Tesluk, &
Transitivity and
b
Murray, 2011)
Langa, 2009)
structural
Past relationship (Kerler Positive, smooth,
equivalence
& Killough, 2009)
and transparent
(Ferrin, Dirks, &
Shared values (e.g.,
communication
Shah 2006)
Gillespie & Mann,
(e.g., Cameron & Trustee’s network
a
2004)
Webster, 2011;
density and
Leaders representing
Norman et al.,
heterogeneity
b
team identity
2010)
(Wong & Boh,
Information sharing
(Giessner & Van
2010)
a
(Nguyen & Rose, Trustee’s reputation
Knippenberg, 2008)
2009)
(e.g., Howorth &
Emotional
Moro, 2006)
discomfort (Lee,
Binding contracts
Yang, & Graham,,
(Malhotra &
2006)
Murnighan, 2002)
Emotional display
(Gardner et al.,
2009)a
Social accounts
(e.g., Sonenshein,
Herzenstein, &
Dholakia, 2011)

Shared Characteristics
Between Trustor and
Trustee

Table 1
Antecedents by Level of Analysis and Referent

Cooperative versus
competitive
organizational
context (Hill et al.,
2009)
Rewards (Ferrin &
Dirks, 2003)
Civility at work
(Leiter &
Laschinger, 2011)a
Employment security,
selective hiring,
profit-sharing
(Coyle-Shapiro et
al., 2002;
Zacharatos et al.,
2005)a
Justice, fairness, and
unmet expectations
(e.g., Aryee et al.,
2003; Dirks &
Ferrin, 2002)a
Perceived
organizational
support (e.g., Dirks
& Ferrin, 2002)a

Organizational
Characteristics

(continued)

Laws and
regulations
(Child &
Möllering,
2003)
National political
systems (Pearce,
Branyiczki, &
Bigley, 2000)

External
Characteristics to
the Organization
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–

Organizational
identification (e.g.,
Deery, Iverson, &
Walsh, 2006)

Individual trust in
organizations

Team level
Team trust in
interpersonal referents

Identification with
teams (Colquitt et
al., 2011)

Individual trust in
teams

Level and Referent

Trustor
Characteristics

Leadership styles
(Schaubroeck
et al., 2011)a

Integrity and
benevolence (e.g.,
Colquitt et al., 2011)
Group membership and
functional roles (e.g.,
Kramer, 1999;
Meyerson, Weick, &
Kramer, 1996)
Organizational ability,
integrity, and
benevolence, (e.g.
Caldwell & Clapham,
2003)
Corporate social
responsibility (e.g.,
Castaldo, Perrini,
Misani, & Tencati,
2009)
Justice (e.g., Begley,
Lee, & Hui, 2006)
Psychological contract
breach (e.g., Montes
& Irving, 2008)

Trustee Characteristics
and Behavior

–

Positive employee–
organization
relationships (Zhang,
Tsui, Song, Li, & Jia,
2008)
Value consensus (e.g.,
Edwards & Cable,
2009)

Shared family
membership (Cruz,
Gómez-Mejia, &
Becerra, 2010)
Value consensus (Jehn
& Mannix, 2001)

Shared Characteristics
Between Trustor and
Trustee

–

Repeated timely and
honest
communication
(Strong, Ringer, &
Taylor, 2001)
Reciprocal
interactions
(Koehn, 2003)

–

Communication
Processes

Table 1 (continued)

–

–

–

Structural/Networks
Characteristics

–

Ongoing
organizational
change (Kiefer,
2005)
Politics (Chen &
Indartono, 2011)
Perceived
organizational
support (Whitener,
2001)

–

Organizational
Characteristics

(continued)

–

–

–

External
Characteristics to
the Organization
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–
–

–

–

–

–

Organizational trust in
leaders
Organizational trust in
teams

–

–

Team trust in
organizations
Organizational level
Organizational trust in
interpersonal referents

Risk-taking (Serva,
Fuller, & Mayer,
2005)
Cognitive flexibility
(Raes, Heijltjes,
Glunk, & Roe, 2011)

–

Trustee Characteristics
and Behavior

Team trust in teams

Level and Referent

Trustor
Characteristics

–

–

Common principles
among organizational
members (D’Iribarne,
2003)

–

Frequent interactions
and shared vision
(e.g., Tsai & Ghoshal,
1998)
Geographical
differences (e.g.,
Polzer, Crisp,
Jarvenpaa, & Kim,
2006)

Shared Characteristics
Between Trustor and
Trustee

–

–

–

–

Communication
medium (e.g.,
Wilson, Straus, &
McEvily, 2006)
Positive, smooth
communication
(e.g., Jarvenpaa &
Leidner, 1999)
Transparency in
information
(Palanski, Kahai,
& Yammarino,
2011)
Integrative
bargaining (Raes
et al., 2011)
Relationship
conflicts (e.g.,
Langfred, 2007)
Conflict
management
(Hempel, Zhang,
& Tjosvold, 2009)

Communication
Processes

Table 1 (continued)

–

–

–

–

Leadership styles
(Joshi, Lazarova,
& Liao, 2009)

Structural/Networks
Characteristics

–

Commitment-based
and relational
practices (e.g.,
Collins & Smith,
2006; Six & Sorge,
2008)
–

–

–

Organizational
Characteristics

–

(continued)

–

–

–

–

External
Characteristics to
the Organization
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Organizational
identification
(Maguire &
Phillips, 2008)

Integrity (Palanski &
Yammarino, 2009)
Organizational products
(Choi, Eldomiaty, &
Kim, 2007)
Assistance provided
(Dyer & Chu, 2000)c
Task competence
(Gullett et al., 2009)c
Equity and fairness (e.g,
Scheer et al., 2003)c
Business ethics (KasperFuehrer & Ashkanasy,
2001)c
Cultural diversity values
(Stahl et al., 2011)c

Trustee Characteristics
and Behavior

Note: A dash indicates that no corresponding research was identified.
The leader referent only.
b
The leader and other interpersonal referents.
c
The interorganizational referent only.

a

Organizational trust in
organizations

Level and Referent

Trustor
Characteristics

Structural/Networks
Characteristics

Prior relationship
Two-way
Voluntary self(e.g., Dekker & Van den
communication
sanctioning
Abbeele, 2010)c
(Van Marrewijk,
(Gillespie & Dietz,
Expected future relationship 2004)
2009)
(Inkpen & Tsang, 2005)c Communication
Asset specificity
Relationship length (Gulati quality (Stahl et
(Invested assets
& Sytch, 2007)c
al., 2011)c
cannot be easily
Partner similarity (Robson Interactional
transferred; e.g.,
et al., 2008)c
courtesy (Gullett
Gainey & Klass,
Joint dependence and
et al., 2009)c
2003)c
Contract provisions
co-location (e.g., Gainey Communication of
trustworthiness
(Malhotra &
& Klaas, 200#)3
Common business
(Kasper-Fuehrer &
Lumineau, 2011)c
understanding (KasperAshkanasy, 2001)c
Fuehrer & Ashkanasy,
2001)c
Mutual adaptation (Carson
et al., 2003)c

Communication
Processes

Table 1 (continued)
Shared Characteristics
Between Trustor and
Trustee
Supportive
employment
practices and
management
competence
(Hodson, 2004)
Fair, transparent
policies (e.g.,
Gillespie & Dietz,
2009)

Organizational
Characteristics

Markets (Hodson,
2004)
Competition to
partners
(Croonen,
2010)c
Government
policies
(Neergaard
& Ulhøi, 2006)c

External
Characteristics to
the Organization

  1181
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Individual trust in teams

Individual level
Individual trust in interpersonal
referents

Level and Referent

Job satisfaction and satisfaction
with leader (e.g., Dirks &
Ferrin, 2002)a
Reduced uncertainty at work
(Colquitt et al., 2012)a
Belief in information from
leaders and commitment to
leader decision (e.g., Dirks &
Ferrin, 2002)a
Risk-taking (e.g., Colquitt,
Scott, & LePine, 2007)b
Negotiation partner selection
(Fairchild, 2011)
Mentor support (Wang,
Tomlinson, & Noe, 2010)
–

Attitudes and Preferences

–

Knowledge exchange
(e.g., Andrews &
Delahaye, 2000)
Feedback seeking from
leaders (Hays &
Williams, 2011)a
Help seeking (Hofmann,
Lei, & Grant, 2009)
Following advisor’s
advice (Sniezek & Van
Swol, 2001)

Knowledge Sharing and
Organizational Learning

–

Future cooperation
(Rosanas, 2008)
Expression of opinions
(Premeaux & Bedeian,
2003)a
Implementation of
negotiated agreement
(e.g., Mislin, Campagna,
& Bottom, 2011)
Expression of opinions
Organizational
commitment and
intention to quit (e.g.,
Dirks & Ferrin, 2002)a

Communication,
Cooperation, and Conflicts

Table 2
Consequences by Level of Analysis and Referent

Withdrawal (Colquitt et
al., 2011)

Virtual work adjustment
(Raghuram et al.,
2001)
Lower work–nonwork
conflict (Raghuram &
Wiesenfeld, 2004)

Viability (commitment
and turnover)

(continued)

Problem solving and proactive
idea implementation and
(Parker, Williams, & Turner,
2006)
Performance (Colquitt
et al., 2011)

Creativity (e.g., Ford & Gioia,
2000)
Less counterproductive
behavior (Colquitt et al,
2007)
In-role performance and
organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB; e.g.,
Colquitt
et al., 2007)
Attention on on tasks (Mayer
& Gavin, 2005)a

Performance
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Team trust in organizations
Organizational level
Organizational trust in
interpersonal referents

Team trust in teams

Team level
Team trust in individual referents

Individual trust in organizations

Level and Referent

Compassion (Dutton, Worline,
Frost, & Lilius, 2006)

–

Team psychological safety and
team potency (e.g.,
Schaubroeck, Lam, & Peng,
2011)a
Team satisfaction with team
(Costa, 2003)

Knowledge exchange
(Collins & Smith,
2006)

Information sharing
(Howorth, Westhead,
& Wright, 2004)
Team learning
(Bogenrieder &
Nooteboom, 2004)
Resource exchanging
(Tsai & Ghoshal,
1998)
–

–

Organizational identification
Sharing and receiving
(e.g., Edwards & Cable,
information (McEvily,
2009)
Perrone, & Zaheer,
Job satisfaction (e.g., Deery,
2003)
Iverson, & Walsh, 2006)
Purchase intentions (Stewart,
2003)
Consumer satisfaction
(Balasubramanian, Konana, &
Menon, 2003)

Attitudes and Preferences

–

–

Member autonomy and
task interdependence
(Langfred, 2007)

–

Cooperative employment
relations (Montes &
Irving, 2008)
Consumer cooperation
(Porter & Donthu, 2008)

Communication,
Cooperation, and Conflicts

Table 2 (continued)
Knowledge Sharing and
Organizational Learning

–

–

Team affective
commitment (Costa,
2003)

Team turnover rate (e.g.,
Davis, Schoorman,
Mayer, & Tan, 2000)a

Intention to stay (e.g.,
Montes & Irving,
2008)
Continuous business
relations (Saparito,
Chen, & Sapienza,
2004)

Viability (commitment
and turnover)
Performance

–

–

(continued)

Team performance
(e.g., Dirks, 2000)a
Team sales, profits
(e.g., Davis et al., 2000)a
Team performance and OCB
(e.g., Joshi, Lazarova, &
Liao, 2009; Walumbwa,
Luthans, Avey, & Oke,
2011)
Team decision-making
effectiveness (Alge,
Wiethoff, & Klein, 2003)

OCB (e.g., Restubog, Hornsey,
Bordia, & Esposo, 2008)
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–
Ease of introducing
organizational change
(Sonpar, Handelman, &
Dastmalchian, 2009)
Partner selection (Dekker &
Van den Abbeele, 2010)c
Relationship satisfaction (e.g.,
Gainey & Klaas, 2003)c
Willingness to support partner
(Wu, 2008)c
Ethically questionable
transactions (Saini, 2010)c

Interest in discussing ethical
issues (Trapp, 2011)

Attitudes and Preferences
Learning by
experimenting (Pablo,
Reay, Dewald, &
Casebeer, 2007)
–
Accumulating firmspecific knowledge
resources (Wang, He,
& Mahoney, 2009)
Interorganizational
learning and
knowledge transfer
(e.g., De Clercq &
Sapienza, 2005;
Nielsen & Nielsen,
2009)c

Note: A dash indicates that no corresponding research was identified.
a
The leader referent only.
b
The leader and other interpersonal referents.
c
The interorganizational referent only.

Organizational trust in teams
Organizational trust in
organizations

Level and Referent

Viability (commitment
and turnover)

–
–
Reduced coworker fighting Continuous business
and conflicts between
relations, despite
employees and
failure (e.g., Patzelt &
management (Hodson,
Shepherd, 2008)c
2004)
Decreased conflicts in
negotiation (e.g., Zaheer
et al., 1998)c
Reduced transaction costs
(e.g., Dyer & Chu,
2003)c
Contract flexibility and
compliance (e.g., Davies
et al., 2011; Faems et al.,
2008)c
Positive interaction
patterns (e.g., Lui &
Ngo, 2005)c
Willingness to cooperate
(Stahl
et al., 2011)c
Continous collaboration
(e.g., Jensen, 2003)c

Communication,
Cooperation, and Conflicts

Table 2 (continued)
Knowledge Sharing and
Organizational Learning

–
Organization-level OCB
(Hodson, 2004)
Organizational adaptability
(Gibson & Birkinshaw,
2004)
Marketing success (Audi,
2008)
Partnership perfroamnce (e.g.,
Gulati & Nickerson, 2008)c
Innovation (Molina-Morales &
Martinez-Fernandez, 2009)c
Stunting growth (Morck &
Yeung, 2004)c

Performance
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trustee has sufficient autonomy to do so (Perrone, Zaheer, & McEvily, 2003). The trustee’s
ethical conduct (Bews & Rossouw, 2002) and expectation of the trustee’s loyalty (Rosanas
& Velilla, 2003) have been positively linked to interpersonal trust. Integrity has also been
viewed through the justice and fairness lens. Drawing on fairness heuristic theory (Lind,
2001), which suggests that fairness of another is viewed as a key indicator of trustworthiness,
research has found that the experience of justice from others promotes interpersonal trust
(Johnson & Lord, 2010). Integrity is also highly relevant in trust repair. Across different
postviolation strategies the trustee can adopt, trust repair appears to be more effective to the
extent that the trustor perceives the trustee has repented (Dirks, Kim, Ferrin, & Cooper,
2011). A promise to change behavior has also been found to repair trust effectively (Schweitzer, Hershey, & Bradlow, 2006). In the case that a distributive harm has occurred, large
compensations or overcompensations have been found to repair trust so long as the violator
is not perceived to have caused the harm intentionally and the compensations are provided
voluntarily (Desmet, De Cremer, & Van Dijk, 2010, 2011). Naturally, trust repair after
unethical conduct (e.g., deception) has been found to be particularly difficult (Koehler &
Gershoff, 2003; Schweitzer et al., 2006).
Integrity also is a highly relevant dimension for individual trust in leaders (Colquitt et al.,
2007). Leaders’ behavioral integrity, which refers to word–deed consistency or alignment
and includes keeping promises and enacting espoused values, has been hypothesized to be an
important antecedent of trust in leaders (Palanski & Yammarino, 2009; Simons, 2002). Both
ethical leadership (Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005; Kalshoven, Den Hartog, & De Hoogh,
2011) and ethical stewardship (Caldwell, Hayes, Bernal, & Karri, 2008; Caldwell, Hayes, &
Long, 2010) have been linked to trust in leaders. Justice and fairness also are reasons why
integrity is critical for the leader referent: Research has found that distributive, procedural,
and interactional justice perceptions of leaders and of the organization relate to trust in proximal leaders (e.g., supervisors; Ambrose & Schminke, 2003; Aryee et al., 2002; CohenCharash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, LePine, Piccolo, Zapata, & Rich, 2012; Khazanchi &
Masterson, 2011; Lee, Pillutla, & Law, 2000; Li & Cropanzano, 2009; Yang, Mossholder, &
Peng, 2009) and in distal leaders (e.g., top management; Mayer & Davis, 1999) even when
organizational change is being planned (Korsgaard, Sapienza, & Schweiger, 2002). Participative and consulting decision making that gives followers a voice—a key dimension of procedural justice—also has been found to be a key factor in trust in leaders at the individual level
(Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Gillespie & Mann, 2004; Huang, Iun, Liu, & Gong, 2010). In contrast,
HRM decisions based on personal relationships are perceived to violate procedural justice
and decrease trust in leaders (Chen, Chen, & Xin, 2004). A breach of psychological contracts
(caused by unmet expectations) also has been related to lower levels of trust in leaders (Dirks
& Ferrin, 2002). Further, when perceptions of leader fairness are low, perceived injustice of
an event such as performance appraisal is more strongly and negatively related to trust in
leaders, as compared to when perceptions of leader fairness are high (Choi, 2008).
Unique to the leader referent, leadership styles have been implicated in signaling leaders’
trustworthiness and identified to be critical to followers’ trust in leaders. A wide range of
leadership styles, including transformational leadership (Jung & Avolio, 2000; Jung,
Yammarino, & Lee, 2009), transaction leadership (Jung & Avolio, 2000), operant leadership
(Rubin, Bommer, & Bachrach, 2010), charismatic leadership (Conger, Kanungo, & Menon,
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2000), authentic leadership (Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, & May, 2004), servant
leadership (Van Dierendonck, 2011), and empowering leadership (Caldwell & Dixon, 2010),
have been proposed to exert a beneficial effect on individual trust in leaders, presumably
because these leadership styles address the three dimensions of trustworthiness. Some
research indicates that leader behaviors signaling competence and integrity are valued more
than those signaling benevolence, particularly when followers are vulnerable (Lapidot, Kark,
& Shamir, 2007).
Shared characteristics between the trustor and trustee. Beyond factors related to either
the trustor or the trustee, research has explored their shared characteristics as antecedents of
interpersonal trust at the individual level. Many of these studies draw on social identity
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). For example, interpersonal trust is higher when the trustor
and trustee share cultural-ethnic similarity (Jiang, Chua, Kotabe, & Murray, 2011) and satisfying past relationships (Kerler & Killough, 2009). In family businesses, family member
employees have been found to have higher trust in leaders than do non–family member
employees (Davis, Allen, & Hayes, 2010). When subordinates perceive similarity with the
leader (Huang & Iun, 2006), when they identify with the leader through shared values
(Gillespie & Mann, 2004), or when the leader is prototypical of the team identity (Giessner
& Van Knippenberg, 2008), trust in leaders is higher. Interestingly, trust in leaders is also
higher when a subordinate fits a leader’s follower prototype, presumably because the leader
would trust the prototypical followers more (Sy, 2010).
Communication processes. Communication between the trustor and trustee also plays a
key role in the development of interpersonal trust at the individual level. Face-to-face interactions facilitate greater trust as compared with online or phone communication (Hill et al.,
2009; Murrell, Blake-Beard, Porter, & Perkins-Williamson, 2008; Naquin & Paulson, 2003).
However, over time, the difference in trust between online and face-to-face communication
diminishes because, as predicted by social information processing theory (Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978), individuals gather additional trust information from others (Hill et al., 2009).
Beyond the medium itself, processes that promote smooth and positive communication and
interaction, such as engaging in task-unrelated talk (i.e., small talk; Mislin, Campagna, &
Bottom, 2011), exchanging gifts (Dolfsma, Van der Eijk, & Jolink, 2009), sharing information (Nguyen & Rose, 2009), being accessible (Cameron & Webster, 2011; Lievens & De
Corte, 2008), and referring back to others’ points in previous conversations (Cameron &
Webster, 2011), have positive effects on interpersonal trust. Likewise, leaders who engage
in positive and transparent communication have high levels of trust from followers (Norman,
Avolio, & Luthans, 2010). Communication of emotion also has an effect on trust: Emotional
discomfort from cross-cultural negotiation has been found to relate negatively to interpersonal trust (Lee, Yang, & Graham, 2006), while leader genuine emotional display and deep
acting have been proposed to increase trust in leaders more than leader surface acting does
(Gardner, Fischer, & Hunt, 2009). Communication processes also may attenuate the effect
of individuals’ attitudes on trust. For example, communication that allows development of
personalized knowledge of the trustee can decrease the effect of the trustor’s predisposed
negative attitudes toward the trustee (Becerra & Gupta, 2003).
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Finally, the content of the communication also has been considered as an antecedent of
trust at the individual level. Interpersonal trust has been found to be higher when the information provided by the trustee was negatively framed compared with when the information was
positively framed (Keren, 2007). Accounts (e.g., explanations) have been found to increase
positive perceptions of trustworthiness (Sonenshein, Herzenstein, & Dholakia, 2011), particularly when they are easy to understand and carry legitimacy (Elsbach & Elofson, 2000).
Communication is influential also after violations have occurred. Timely and sincere apologies are weighted as strongly as past relationship quality by the trustor when deciding whether
to rebuild trust (Tomlinson, Dineen, & Lewicki, 2004). The effect of apologies on trust repair
also depends on the type of violations, with more success after competence violations than
after integrity violations (Kim et al., 2004). However, apologies with an external attribution
have been found to be effective for integrity violations (Kim, Dirks, Copper, & Ferrin, 2006).
Network and structural characteristics. Drawing from theories in sociology, research has
examined how relational embeddedness (Burt & Knez, 1996; Yamagishi, Cook, & Watabe,
1998) affects trust because social behavior and relationships can be “so constrained by ongoing social relations that to construe them as independent is a grievous misunderstanding”
(Granovetter, 1985: 482). Involvement of social networks (e.g., kinship, church, and alumni)
in a relationship, for example, has been linked to interpersonal trust (Nguyen & Rose, 2009).
When the trustor and trustee do not share a social tie, they often engage in “trust testing”
such as questioning the information provided by the other to generate trust and cooperation
(McGinn & Keros, 2002). Studies using social network analysis have found that both
individual-level and group-level network properties affect interpersonal trust. Different
types of network ties between the trustor and trustee may have divergent implications for
different forms of trust. For example, task advice and career guidance ties increase cognitive
trust, while friendship and career guidance ties increase affective trust (Chua et al., 2008).
Network characteristics, such as trust transitivity (defined as having a common trusted third
party shared by the trustor and trustee) and structural equivalence (defined as the similarities
in the relationships the trustee and trustor have and do not have with others in a network),
have been found to promote interpersonal trust (Ferrin et al., 2006). Wong and Boh (2010)
found that the trustee’s network density, heterogeneity, and nonoverlapping contacts have
positive effects on interpersonal trust, presumably because embeddedness lowers the likelihood that the trustee would “shortchange” the trustor and nonoverlapping contacts provide
new and salient information about the trustee.
Relatedly, reputation is also an important antecedent of interpersonal trust at the individual level. Drawing on social information processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978),
research has shown that interpersonal trust is affected by the trustee’s reputation and information provided by others (Howorth & Moro, 2006). Trust in a coworker is affected by the
extent to which the coworker is trusted by the leader (Lau & Liden, 2008). Research has also
begun to examine interpersonal trust in online networks (Grabner-Kräuter, 2009). For example,
in online markets, reputation of parties’ trustworthiness as indicated by feedback given by
others has been found to improve transaction efficiency and cooperation (Bolton, Katok, &
Ockenfels, 2004; Dellarocas, 2003).
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Factors such as contracts and monitoring, which impose structural constraints on the relationship between the trustor and trustee, also have been considered in relation to interpersonal trust. Binding contracts that aim to promote cooperation can backfire and decrease
interpersonal trust. In particular, when such contracts are removed, trust is lowered because
the trustor attributes the trustee’s prior cooperation to the constraints of the contract instead
of to the trustee’s trustworthiness (Malhotra & Murnighan, 2002). Similarly, while monitoring may be intended to increase cooperation, trust and monitoring have been found to be
negatively related (McAllister, 1995). This negative relationship is likely due to the overlap
between trust and risk (Rousseau et al., 1998). As trust can only occur when individuals face
uncertainty about others (Gambetta, 1988), monitoring eliminates the necessary risk and
deprives opportunities for trust to develop (cf. Kramer, 1999). However, Ferrin and colleagues (2007) have hypothesized that, through attribution processes, trust may increase
when monitoring is considered appropriate and normative in a relationship such as when
parties are unfamiliar with each other.
Organizational and external contexts. Research has also begun to examine the effect of
organizational contexts on interpersonal trust. A cooperative organizational context induced
by cooperative organizational values and a reward system that encourages teamwork promotes trust in coworkers, while a competitive organizational context induced by competitive
organizational values and a reward system that encourages individual achievements
strengthens the benefits of face-to-face interactions on trust in coworkers (Hill et al., 2009).
The presence of reward structures has been found to foster interpersonal trust when the
partner is perceived to share common goals (Ferrin & Dirks, 2003). With the leader referent,
improved civility at work also has been associated with an increase in trust in leaders (Leiter
& Laschinger, 2011). High-performance work systems, including practices such as employment security, selective hiring, and transformational leadership, lead to high trust in leaders
(Zacharatos, Barling, & Iverson, 2005). Consistent with exchange theory, profit sharing with
employees indicates organizational reciprocity and has been linked to high trust in leaders
(Coyle-Shapiro, Morrow, Richardson, & Dunn, 2002). In addition, perceived organizational
support (i.e., perceptions that organizations value employees’ contributions and care about
their well-being; Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986) has been found to be
a strong predictor of trust in leaders (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Treadway et al., 2004), extending
social exchange theory to the relationship between the organization and the employees.
Factors external to organizations also can exert an impact on interpersonal trust. When
transactions are conducted online, environmental security has been linked to interpersonal
trust (Balasubramanian et al., 2003). At the national level, governments that provide structures to facilitate business transactions, including laws and regulations, increase interpersonal trust in business settings (Child & Möllering, 2003; Rao, Pearce, & Xin, 2005). When
formal institutions are weak, interpersonal trust that results from guanxi in China or blat in
Russia has been reported to be prominent (Puffer, McCarthy, & Boisot, 2010; Tan et al.,
2009). Research on national political systems (e.g., neotraditional communistic and modern
democratic) also has found that political systems affect employees’ interpersonal trust, as
mediated by differences in organizations’ HRM policies and practices (Pearce, Branyiczki,
& Bigley, 2000).
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Consequences of Individual Trust in Interpersonal Referents
Research on trust in interpersonal referents at the individual level has demonstrated a wide
range of attitudinal and behavioral outcomes. For example, trust in leaders is related to attitudinal outcomes such as satisfaction with the leaders, ratings of leadership effectiveness, job
satisfaction, and reduced uncertainty at work (Colquitt et al., 2012; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002;
Gillespie & Mann, 2004; Zhang, George, & Chan, 2006). Trust in leaders increases support
for the leader, even in the face of unfavorable outcomes (Brockner, Siegel, Daly, Tyler, &
Martin, 1997), and increases belief in information from leaders and commitment to the decisions made by leaders (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Interpersonal trust also affects preferences: the
meta-analysis by Colquitt and colleagues (2007) has shown that trust in coworkers and leaders increases risk taking.
Behavioral outcomes affected by interpersonal trust include knowledge sharing, cooperation, communication, viability, and performance. Interpersonal trust has been found to promote knowledge exchange (Andrews & Delahaye, 2000; Golden & Raghuram, 2010; Levin
& Cross, 2004; Mäkelä & Brewster, 2009) and trust in leaders in particular has been linked
to followers' feedback seeking from the leader (Hays & Williams, 2011). Additionally, interpersonal trust can facilitate future cooperation (Rosanas, 2008) and trust in leaders can
increase followers' expression of opinions due to increased willingness to take risk to speak
up (Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003), especially when the leader is empowering (Gao, Janssen, &
Shi, 2011). For outcomes related to viability, interpersonal trust has been linked to higher
virtual work adjustment (Raghuram, Garud, Wiesenfeld, & Gupta, 2001) and lower worknonwork conflicts (Raghuram & Wiesenfeld, 2004). Trust in leaders is likewise positively
related to organizational commitment and negatively related to intention to quit (Dirks &
Ferrin, 2002). Finally, interpersonal trust also increases the creativity of both the trustor and
the trustee (Ford & Gioia, 2000; Madjar & Ortiz-Walters, 2008; Moran, 2005), decreases
counterproductive behavior (Colquitt et al, 2007), and encourages employees to adopt a total
quality management orientation at work that includes teamwork and continuous improvement (Coyle-Shapiro & Morrow, 2003).
The relationship between trust in interpersonal referents and individual performance,
however, has generally been mixed. Most research in this area focuses on trust in leaders.
While some studies found that trust in leaders increased both in-role performance and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs; Colquitt et al., 2007; Huang et al., 2010; Palanski &
Yammarino, 2011; Yang & Mossholder, 2010 ), others found that trust in leaders increased
OCB but not in-role performance (Mayer & Gavin, 2005). Reflecting on these conflicting
findings, Dirks and Ferrin (2002) concluded that the relationship between trust in leaders and
performance was weak. It is possible that the relationship between trust in leaders and performance may be distal; for example, trust in leaders has been found to enable employees to
focus their attention on their tasks (Mayer & Gavin, 2005). Further, perceived leader trustworthiness may moderate relationships that involve performance, such as the relationship
between prosocial orientation and performance (Grant & Sumanth, 2009).
Beyond main effects, trust in leaders has also been examined as a mediator or moderator.
It has been found to mediate the relationships between leadership perceptions and voting
behavior (Pillai, Williams, Lowe, & Jung, 2003), between perceptions of interactional justice and employee in-role performance and OCBs (Aryee et al., 2002), and between employee

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

Fulmer, Gelfand / Trust Across Organizational Levels   1189

voice and organizational commitment (Farndale, Van Ruiten, Kelliher, & Hope-Hailey,
2011). Moreover, trust in leaders strengthens the relationship between procedural fairness
and cooperation (De Cremer & Tyler, 2007) and mitigates employees’ negative reactions
toward organizational change, as their identification with the leader can be broadened to
include identification with the organization (Oreg & Sverdlik, 2011).
Other research reveals additional important outcomes of interpersonal trust that are relevant to specific relationships. In negotiations, individuals tend to choose a partner whom they
trust even if the partner provides fewer resources over a partner whom they do not trust but
who can provide more resources (Fairchild, 2011), and trust in partners increases implementation of negotiated agreements (Mislin et al., 2011). While affective trust has been found to
decrease the use of deception, cognitive trust and perceptions of partner trustworthiness have
been found to increase the use of deception in negotiations (Olekalns & Smith, 2007, 2009).
More generally, interpersonal trust has been found to mediate the negative relationship
between media richness and the use of deception in interactions (Rockmann & Northcraft,
2008). Among entrepreneurs, interpersonal trust has been related to increased moral awareness (Bryant, 2009).
There also are important consequences of trust for mentor and advisory relationships. In
mentor–protégé relationships, mentors’ affective trust in protégés promotes mentoring functions including role modeling and career and psychosocial support (Wang, Tomlinson, & Noe,
2010). Trust in advisors when making decisions increases the likelihood of following the advisors’ advice and the confidence about the decisions made (Sniezek & Van Swol, 2001). However, this trust can be easily lost with advisor mistakes (Yaniv & Kleinberger, 2000). Trust in
an expert colleague increases help seeking in the expert due to positive expectations of the
expert and reduced perceived cost of seeking help (Hofmann, Lei, & Grant, 2009).

Antecedents of Individual Trust in Teams
Research on individuals’ trust in teams has received only scant attention. The antecedents
of trust in teams can include characteristics of the trustor or trustee, but their effects may
depend on the context. For example, the relationship between team integrity and individuals'
trust in teams is stronger when individuals are more vulnerable (Lapidot et al., 2007). Likewise, Colquitt and colleagues (2011) found that team members' integrity led to trust in teams
when the task contexts were characterized by high unpredictability and danger; while team
members' benevolence and the trustor's identification with the team predicted trust in teams
when the task contexts were characterized by low unpredictability and danger. Other research
on trustee characteristics has focused on category and role-based trust derived from team
members’ group membership or functional roles (Kramer, 1999), both of which foster swift
trust development (Meyerson, Weick, & Kramer, 1996).
Research has also examined shared characteristics between the trustor and trustee. Drawing on agency theory that concerns conflicts of interest between principles and agents, chief
executive officers (CEOs) have been found to be more likely to perceive top management
teams (TMTs) to be benevolent when CEOs and TMT members belong to the same family
and when there is family ownership of the firm (Cruz et al., 2010). In a similar vein, value
consensus (i.e., the degree of similar values shared by group members) has been linked to
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high trust in teams due to social identification process (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). However,
research has indicated that demographic dissimilarity can be positively related to trust in
teams when individuals are minorities and endorse conservative and authoritarian beliefs
(Chattopadhyay, 2003).
As demonstrated in this review, research on individual trust in teams has thus far explored
a limited set of antecedents. Many of the antecedents identified in the research on individual
trust in interpersonal referents, such as communication, networks, and organizational contexts, can be examined. Further, research on the team referent has yet to examine the processes of trust violation and repair.

Consequences of Individual Trust in Teams
Studies have found that trust in teams increases satisfaction with the team (Chou, Wang,
Wang, Huang, & Cheng, 2008) as well as proactive idea implementation and problem solving (Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006). Overall, there has been very little research that
examines the impact of trust in teams at the individual level on other outcomes such as performance and OCBs, with the exception of one study that found that the relationship between
trust in teams and performance was stronger when the task contexts were high on unpredictability and danger compared to when the task contexts were low on these features (Colquitt
et al., 2011). This study also found that trust in teams was negatively associated with withdrawal in predictable and safe task contexts and with physical symptoms, such as headache
and digestive problems, in unpredictable and dangerous contexts. Finally, trust in members
has been found to facilitate group buying behaviors (Jing & Xie, 2011).

Antecedents of Individual Trust in Organizations
As with the interpersonal referent, the trustor characteristic of organizational identification is
positively related to individual trust in organizations (Deery et al., 2006). Trustee characteristics, including organizations’ ability, benevolence, and integrity, likewise play a critical role in
individual trust in organizations (Caldwell & Clapham, 2003). For example, negative publicity
due to malfunctioning products reduces consumer trust in organizations, while perceived corporate ability increases it (Lin, Chen, Chiu, & Lee, 2011). A growing amount of research has
focused on perceived corporate social responsibility (CSR) and found it increased stakeholders’
trust in organizations (Bhattacharya, Korschun, & Sen, 2009; Castaldo, Perrini, Misani, & Tencati, 2009; Lin et al., 2011; Stanaland, Lwin, & Murphy, 2011), with participation in CSR initiatives producing a stronger effect (Du, Bhattacharya, & Sen, 2011) and unsustained claims of
CSR efforts backfiring (Jahdi & Acikdilli, 2009).
Trustee characteristics also include justice. As with the leader referent, distributive, procedural, and interactional justice has been linked to trust in organizations (Cohen-Charash &
Spector, 2001; Khazanchi & Masterson, 2011; Li & Cropanzano, 2009). Organizational justice systems that do not allow voice and require mandatory and binding arbitration have been
found to lower trust (Bernardin, Richey, & Castro, 2011). Interestingly, employees at different organizational levels may focus on different forms of justice. Begley, Lee, and Hui (2006)
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found that distributive justice better predicted trust in organizations among higher level
rather than lower level employees. Other antecedents of individual trust in organizations
have focused on psychological contracts. Relational contract breach (e.g., not having career
growth or a friendly work environment) has been linked to low employees’ trust in organizations (Montes & Irving, 2008; Restubog et al., 2008), particularly among younger employees
(Bal, De Lange, Jansen, & Van der Velde, 2008). Felt violation has been found to mediate
the relationship between psychological contract breach and trust in organizations (Dulac,
Coyle-Shapiro, Henderson, & Wayne, 2008).
Shared characteristics between the trustor and trustee (i.e., the organization) also play a
role in individuals’ trust in organizations. Positive employee-organization relationships that
are characterized by mutual investment and supervisor support (e.g., benevolence; Zhang,
Tsui, Song, Li, & Jia, 2008) and value congruence with the organization (Edwards & Cable,
2009) have been found to positively relate to trust in organizations. Communication processes such as repeated interactions that are characterized by timeliness, honesty, and empathy from organizations is likewise positive to individual trust in organizations (Strong,
Ringer, & Taylor, 2001). When businesses are online, reciprocal interactions with organizations, along with user-friendly sites that allow customization and feedback have been suggested to increase consumer trust in organizations (Koehn, 2003).
Organizational characteristics such as ongoing organizational changes (Kiefer, 2005), the
extent to and the length in which an organization uses temporary workers (George, 2003),
and perceived politics in organizations (i.e., manipulative behaviors; Chen & Indartono,
2011) have been negatively related to trust in organizations. Perceived organizational support, on the other hand, has been positively related to individual trust in organizations (Whitener, 2001). Studies also have explicitly examined violations to trust in organizations.
Nakayachi and Watabe (2005) found that when the organization voluntarily offered provisions of monitoring and sanctions, individuals’ trust in the organization became more positive than when the provisions were involuntarily imposed. Timely ethical failure management also has been proposed to control the erosion of trust in organizations (De Cremer,
Tenbrunsel, & Van Dijke, 2010).
As with research on individuals’ trust in teams, research on trust in organizations has not
examined antecedents such as network characteristics and factors external to organizations.
In addition, Hummels and Roosendaal (2001) proposed that trust in organizations can be differentiated based on whether the trustor is a member or nonmember of the organization and
whether the trustor has a direct or indirect relationship with the organization. More research
is needed to understand how trust in organizations differs on these distinctions.

Consequences of Individual Trust in Organizations
Research has shown that trust in organizations increases employees’ job satisfaction,
organizational identification, cooperative employment relations, intention to stay, and OCB
(Deery et al., 2006; Edwards & Cable, 2009; Montes & Irving, 2008; Restubog et al., 2008).
Trust in organizations may also increase the sharing and receiving of knowledge among
employees (McEvily, Perrone, & Zaheer, 2003). Trust in organizations has been found to
mediate the relationship between psychological contract breach and loyalty and withdrawal
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behavior (Lo & Aryee, 2003), between perceived organizational support and commitment
and performance (Chen, Aryee, & Lee, 2005; Whitener, 2001), between workgroup incivility
and burnout and turnover intentions (Miner-Rubino & Reed, 2010), between perceived
CSR and OCB and turnover intention (Hansen, Dunford, Boss, Boss, & Angermeier, 2011),
and between perceived corporate citizenship to its stakeholders or society and employee work
engagement (Lin, 2010). Trust in organizations also moderates the relationship between perceived organizational obligations and OCB (Coyle-Shapiro, 2002).
Unlike with other referents at this level, trust in organizations has been linked to many
consumer outcomes. When customers trust an organization, they are more likely to have
stronger purchase intentions (Lin et al., 2011; Stewart, 2003) and better customer satisfaction
(Balasubramanian et al., 2003), to cooperate with the organization (e.g., share personal information and engage in product development; Porter & Donthu, 2008), and to continue business relations with the organization (Saparito et al., 2004). Trust in an online business has
been proposed to lower the uncertainty associated with online transactions (Grabner-Kräuter,
2002). Consumers' trust in organizations has also been found to mediate the relationship
between organizations' brand images and equity (Chen, 2010). Interestingly, distrust in a
company has been found to promote consumer information seeking about the company, even
in the absence of any purchase intention (Bell & Main, 2011).

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions
As can be seen in the above review, trust at the individual level has garnered a large body
of research. Our review reveals several notable strengths of research at this level. Research
has considered a wide range of antecedents. Particularly noteworthy is research that utilizes
cross-level models to investigate the effects of team-level factors (e.g., network characteristics) and organizational-level factors (e.g., reward systems) on individuals’ trust. Some
implicit commonalities in individual trust across different referents can be observed. For
example, similarities between the trustor and the trustee have been examined with interpersonal, team, and organization referents (Chattopadhyay & George, 2001; Edwards & Cable,
2009; Gillespie & Mann, 2004; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). At the same time, Table 1 illustrates
that there is great potential for cross-fertilization of antecedents applied to one referent to
be examined with another referent. For example, trustor characteristics such as attachment
style have been found to affect trust in leaders, yet some of these characteristics have not
been applied to other referents. Likewise, network structures that have been found to affect
interpersonal trust have yet to be studied as an antecedent of the leader, team, and organization referents. Leaders’ own networks, for instance, may influence employees’ trust (cf.
Sparrowe & Liden, 2005, for effects of leaders’ networks): To the extent that leaders are
central in their own professional networks, the followers’ trust in leaders may be higher.
There are also a number of common outcomes of trust in different referents at the individual level, including satisfaction with the referent and performance (e.g., Chou et al.,
2008; Colquitt et al., 2007). However, unique outcomes are also evident; for example, consumer outcomes are affected by trust in organizations (Lin et al., 2011; Saparito et al.,
2004). As with antecedents, it will be fruitful to cross-fertilize the outcomes examined for
different referents. For example, both feedback seeking and virtual work outcomes for the
interpersonal referents can be examined as outcomes for the team and organization
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referents. Future research should continue to examine unique outcomes to a referent. For
example, organizational climate might be especially relevant to trust in organizations, and
team conflict might be especially relevant to trust in teams.
Further, while research on trust at this level has covered multiple referents, our review
found that the referent is not always clearly identified in that some research does not specify
the trust referent or uses different referents interchangeably. Mayer and colleagues (1995)
warned that failure to specify referents can lead to confusion in levels of analysis. It is particularly important, as research has demonstrated that trust in different referents, such as in
colleagues and organizations, are related but distinct constructs (Zaheer et al., 1998). Ingenhoff and Sommer (2010) found that trust in companies tended to be higher than trust in CEOs
and that the trustworthiness dimension of benevolence was more relevant to trust in companies than to trust in CEOs. Further, information processing and judgment making can differ
with individual versus group referents (Hamilton & Sherman, 1996). These studies underline
the importance to clearly identify the trust referent in future research.
We note that the vast majority of the literature focuses on employees’ trust and that there
has been comparably little research on trust in employees (e.g., from leaders' perspective) or
on employees being trusted (e.g., Alge, Ballinger, & Green, 2004; Ruppel & Harrington,
2000). Ruppel and Harrington (2000) found that an ethical work climate that emphasizes
benevolence was positively related to manager’s trust in employees, which in turn was
related to higher employee commitment and innovation. When employees feel they are
trusted by the organization, their perceptions of interactional and procedural justice are
higher (Kickul, Gundry, & Posig, 2005). Similarly, Dirks and Skarlicki (2009) found that
when employees were perceived to be high on the trustworthiness dimensions of ability and
integrity by coworkers, the employees’ performances were higher. Future research should
continue to explore this topic. For example, leader–member exchange theory clearly suggests that leaders form divergent relationships with different employees and may trust them
differently (Brower, Schoorman, & Tan, 2000; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Along the same
lines, relatively few studies have examined trust violations committed by employees (e.g.,
Den Nieuwenboer & Kaptein, 2008) and the consequences of low trust in employees.
The above review also illustrates that fit may be important for trust across referents. For
example, fit on some dimensions between the trustor and the trustee, such as value and
vision, appears to be essential for trust to occur, regardless of who the referent is (Chattopadhyay
& George, 2001; Edwards & Cable, 2009; Gillespie & Mann, 2004; Jehn & Mannix, 2001).
At the same time, different dimensions of fit are likely relevant for different referents. For
example, interpersonal trust may be particularly affected by shared backgrounds and perspectives among trustors and trustees, whereas trust in leaders might be more affected by
similarity in goal alignment. More generally, we see additional opportunities for trust
research to incorporate theories from the fit literature. Borrowing from its terminology (Cable
& Edwards, 2004; Ostroff & Schulte, 2007), the effect of the trustee’s ability to meet the
trustor’s need on trust, such as a leader’s ability to improve a follower’s professional development, can be understood as trust arising from need–supply or complementary fit. The
effect of the trustee’s benevolence and integrity on trust, such as demonstrated care and
shared values among team members, can be understood as trust arising from value congruence or supplementary fit.
Finally, our review of individual-level trust illustrates that diverse theoretical perspectives
have been brought to bear on the antecedents and consequences, including social exchange
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theory, the embeddedness perspective, social information processing, attribution theory, and
social identity theory. Across the referents at this level, however, research has drawn heavily
on social exchange theory. The review also reveals that there are some theoretical perspectives associated with different referents. For example, the embeddedness perspective and
social information processing theory have been adopted in trust in interpersonal referents but
not in team and organizational referents. Although many studies rely on one dominant theoretical perspective, we suspect that many antecedents of trust can be informed by multiple
theoretical perspectives. For example, the positive effect of shared ties and networks on trust
(Ferrin et al., 2006) can be explained by embeddedness perspective, social information processing theory, and attribution theory. Similarly, while the positive relationship between
fairness and trust typically is explained through social exchange theory, attribution theory
also appears to be relevant. We observe the same with several consequences. Both attribution
theory and social identity theories may explain the relationship between trust in a referent
and positive perceptions about the referent, and both social identity and social exchange
theories can explain why trust prompts individuals to engage in OCB in organizations.

The Team Level
The past decade has seen the number of studies at the team level steadily grow. The distinction between trust at the individual level and trust at the team level is critical. For example, compared to individuals, teams have been shown to have lower trust in one another
(Song, 2009). It is also important to note the distinction between teams as a referent and as a
level of analysis. As a referent, trust in teams can be at the individual, team, or organizational
levels. As a level of analysis, trust at the team level refers to trust collectively shared among
team members, regardless of the trust referent.
Several prominent theoretical perspectives, many of which have been discussed at the
individual level, have been adopted by research at this level. For example, research has
drawn on social exchange theory and the principle of reciprocity to explain interteam trust
(Serva, Fuller, & Mayer, 2005). Similarly, social information processing theory has been
used to understand how members in teams make sense of their relationships and trust one
another (Walumbwa et al., 2011). A related theory is the media richness theory (Daft &
Lengel, 1986), which has frequently been drawn upon in research on trust in virtual teams
(Wilson, Straus, & McEvily, 2006). When considering team trust among diverse members or
interteam trust, many studies have drawn on social identity theory and in-group and outgroup dynamics (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In particular, promotion of an “us and them” comparison (Brewer, 1979) has been found to decrease trust at this level (Newell, David, &
Chand, 2007; Polzer et al., 2006; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). Unique to this level of analysis is
the perspective of conflict management theory due to the primacy of social interdependence
in teams (Hempel, Zhang, & Tjosvold, 2009).

Antecedents of Team Trust
Research at this level has focused on the effects of trustee characteristics. For example,
different leadership styles have been examined as antecedents of team trust in the leader
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referent. Schaubroeck and colleagues (2011) found that servant leaders increased team-level
affective trust in leaders while transformational leaders increased cognitive trust in leaders.
Drawing on social exchange theory, interteam trust can be influenced by reciprocity, initiated
by the trustee. Risk-taking exhibited by one team has been found to signal trust in a partner
team, which prompts the partner team to reciprocate trust in the risk-taking team (Serva et al.,
2005). In interactions between top management teams and middle managers, to the extent
that both parties demonstrate cognitive flexibility and engage in integrative bargaining, their
trust in each other has been proposed to be higher (Raes, Heijltjes, Glunk, & Roe, 2011).
Shared characteristics between the trustor and trustee have also been examined, particularly in research on trust between teams. Frequent interaction and shared vision have been
found to increase interteam trust (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998), presumably because these factors
increase knowledge about the commonalities between teams. Additionally, geographical differences between teams when teams are physically in different locations have been found to
be negatively related to interteam trust (Polzer et al., 2006). Drawing from the faultline
research (Lau & Murnighan, 1998), Polzer and colleagues further found that interteam trust
at team level was lower between two teams than among three or more teams, and when teams
were homogeneous as compared to heterogeneous. Because of the concern for managing
interdependence in teams, communication processes have been identified as another key
antecedent of team-level trust in teams. Communication behaviors such as giving timely
and substantive responses, communicating enthusiasm, taking initiative, and transiting
from a procedural to task focus have been found to increase team trust in teams (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999). The medium of communication is another antecedent. Team trust
in computer-mediated teams has been found to be lower than in face-to-face teams
(Wilson et al., 2006). While the use of information and communication technologies generally lowers trust, the negative impact of virtual technologies on team trust decreases as
team leaders and members become more adept at communicating virtually (Alge,
Wiethoff, & Klein, 2003; DeRosa, Hantula, Kock, & D’Arcy, 2004). Research has also
examined the effect of the information communicated. Transparency in information
shared was found to be positively related to team trust in teams, mediated by team behavioral integrity (word–deed consistency; Palanski, Kahai, & Yammarino, 2011).
Team conflict is another critical antecedent of trust in teams at the team level. Conflict
occurs when differences exist between individuals and groups (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008).
Conflicts within a team often arise from diversity such as differences in beliefs (Olson,
Parayitam, & Bao, 2007) and geographical and cultural distances as in the case of virtual
teams (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999; Newell et al., 2007). Different types of conflict have been
found to affect trust at the team level. For example, relationship conflicts in teams were
found to decrease team trust in teams (Langfred, 2007), while task conflicts were not. Conflict management strategies also affect trust at this level. Cooperative conflict management
in teams that focuses on mutual benefit in resolving conflicts promotes team trust in teams,
while competitive conflict management that focuses on winning in resolving conflicts in
teams decreases team trust in teams (Hempel et al., 2009). Structural characteristics have also
been explored in trust at this level. Inspirational leaders who conveyed collective messages
and team missions were found to increase team trust in teams and this effect was stronger for
teams that were geographically dispersed (Joshi, Lazarova, & Liao, 2009).
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Consequences of Team Trust
Team trust has been linked to a wide range of positive outcomes. Research has examined
different components of team trust in leaders. For example, affective team trust in leaders
increases team psychological safety, while cognitive team trust in leaders increases team
potency (Schaubroeck et al., 2011). Team trust in leaders has also been shown to have a
positive effect on team-level sales, profits, and turnover rates, supporting the notion that team
trust in leaders provides a competitive advantage (Davis et al., 2000). Interestingly, team
trust in leaders has been found to be a stronger predictor of team performance than team trust
in teams (Dirks, 2000), suggesting divergent effects for team trust in different referents.
Likewise, research has examined outcomes of team trust in teams. Team trust in teams has
been found to increase team-level satisfaction with the team (Costa, 2003), information sharing (Howorth, Westhead, & Wright, 2004), team learning (Bogenrieder & Nooteboom,
2004), team member autonomy and task interdependence (Langfred, 2007), team affective
commitment (Costa, 2003), and team OCB and performance (Hempel et al., 2009; Joshi et
al., 2009; Langfred, 2004; Walumbwa et al., 2011). De Jong and Elfring (2010) found that
the effect of team trust in teams on performance was mediated by factors such as team adaptability and team effort, presumably due to an increase in promotion focus among team members. Team trust in teams also predicts team decision-making effectiveness, but only when
the team interdependence is high (Alge et al., 2003). Interteam trust has been found to
increase resource and knowledge exchange, which in turn boosts the innovation of the teams
(Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998), but the trust and knowledge exchange relationship is weaker if the
knowledge being transferred is unspecified and its function is ambiguous (Szulanski, Cappetta, & Jensen, 2004).
Team trust in teams has also been examined as a moderator. It has been shown to strengthen
the relationship between cognitive diversity and task conflict, which has a positive effect on
team decision making (Olson et al., 2007); to mitigate the negative effect of negative feedback received by the team on subsequent team relationship conflict (Peterson & Behfar,
2003); and to strengthen the effect of average training proficiency of teamwork skills on
performance in virtual teams (Kirkman, Rosen, Tesluk, & Gibson, 2006). When team trust in
teams is low, task conflicts can be misattributed to be relationship conflicts (Simons &
Peterson, 2000). Team trust among TMT members has been found to mitigate the negative
impact of a CEO’s right to instruct other TMT members, which typically lowers the comprehensiveness of the decisions made by the team (Talaulicar, Grundei, & Werder, 2005).

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions
Trust at the team level is a newly developed area. As can be seen in our review, despite
the relatively small number of studies, existing research demonstrates considerable strengths.
For example, researchers have begun to compare and contrast the effects of different referents (Dirks, 2000), and studies also have successfully linked trust at the team level to objective
outcomes (Davis et al., 2000). Further, research has examined antecedents particularly relevant to this level, such as different conflict management strategies (e.g., Hempel et al., 2009).
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Nevertheless, our review indicates that the set of antecedents and outcomes at the team level
is relatively small. As Table 1 illustrates, team trust across referents has a good number of
antecedents that have yet to be examined, such as trustor characteristics, justice and fairness,
organizational characteristics, and factors external to organizations.
Additionally, research at the team level has thus far underutilized social network analysis,
which is surprising considering that research at the individual and organizational levels has
capitalized on this approach. An interesting future direction is to examine the relationship
between intrateam and interteam network characteristics and trust at this level. Network
closure, density, and subnetworks, for instance, should promote trust and cooperation
(Coleman, 1988; Millar & Choi, 2009). Research can also explore whether dense network
structure and high team trust lead to unintended negative consequences. For example,
Langfred (2004) found that high team trust in autonomous teams lowered team monitoring,
which in turn lowered team performance.
Likewise, future research at this level should examine additional outcomes. Cross-level and
multilevel research will be particularly fruitful. Studies can compare the effects of trust in the
same referent but at the individual versus team levels. Understanding when trust at different
levels has similar and dissimilar effects carries important theoretical and practical implications.
Dirks and Skarlicki (2004), for example, suggested that the magnitude of the relationship
between trust in leaders and performance at the team level may be stronger than that at the
individual level. In addition, interpersonal trust at the individual level has been linked to creativity (e.g., Ford & Gioia, 2000), as reviewed previously, and creativity has yet to be examined as an outcome at the team level of analysis. We would suspect that while trust has a positive effect on creativity at the individual level, very high team trust in teams may lead to
groupthink and lower creativity. As another example, the construct of being trusted, or felt
trust, has been examined at this level: Salamon and Robinson (2008) found that employees’
collective felt trust by management predicted team performance above and beyond their trust
in the management. This effect can be compared to the effect of felt trust at the individual level.
As with the individual level, the above review shows that divergent theoretical perspectives have been brought to bear on the antecedents and consequences of trust at the team
level. While there are commonalities in theories between the two levels, new theoretical
perspectives on trust that have been adopted at this level can be applied to the individual or
organizational levels, such as conflict management. At the same time, research at this level
has not drawn on some perspectives that have been discussed at the individual level. For
example, research has rarely examined how attribution influences team trust, which can be a
particularly valuable approach in cases of violations or team conflicts. Within this level,
social exchange theory has been adopted across the three referents, but other perspectives
have been associated with some referents but not others. For example, research on team trust
in leaders can draw on social information processing theory and social identity theory. Further, we suspect that some of the antecedents of team trust can be informed by multiple theoretical perspectives. For example, both social exchange theory and social identity theory can
explain the positive relationship between team trust in teams and team information sharing
(Howorth et al., 2004). Overall, we see the theoretical diversity as a strength of the field and
encourage researchers to explore additional theoretical perspectives.
An important agenda for future research is to increase greater theoretical specification in
the nature of the team trust construct—whether for team-level trust in teams, in leaders, in
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other units, or in organizations. Studies are sorely needed to explore how trust emerges at the
team level. Bliese (2000) proposes that attitudes among team members are nonindependent,
such that one member’s trust in the team is expected to affect and be affected by other members’ trust in the team, which could be likened to a process of “trust contagion.” Yet, there is
little research on the factors that affect the spread of trust across team members. Leaders are
likely a key driver of the emergent process, given their roles as climate engineers (Dansereau
& Alutto, 1990; Naumann & Bennett, 2000) and their capability to signal what is valued and
expected among team members. Likewise, team processes, such as conflict and managing
conflict productively, should affect both the degree and emergence of team trust. In particular, because trust has an emotional component (Jones & George, 1998; Williams, 2007),
those team processes that involve emotion, such as emotion contagion and emotional tuning,
may play an important role. We note that it is also possible that emergent processes of team
trust depend on the specific referent, such that team processes may be particularly relevant to
the emergence of team trust in teams, while leadership behaviors may be particularly relevant
to the emergence of team trust in leaders.

The Organizational Level
Research on trust at the organizational level is a thriving area, especially on interorganizational trust, as our review illustrates below. As with trust at the individual and team
levels, social exchange theory serves as a main theoretical perspective to understand the
underlying process of trust at this level, with the specific aspects of the social exchange different from those at the lower levels. For example, to the extent HRM indicates commitment and support, employees are more likely to trust the organization (Collins & Smith,
2006; Hodson, 2004).
For interorganizational trust, the perspective of transactional cost economics has been
dominant in research (Verbeke & Greidanus, 2009), but some research (e.g., Lado, Dant, &
Tekleab, 2008) has differentiated between transactional cost economics theory and relational
exchange theory. The principle of equity and reciprocity also has been frequently applied to
interorganizational trust (Dekker & Van den Abbeele, 2010; Gainey & Klaas, 2003; Gulati
& Sytch, 2007; Scheer, Kumar, & Steenkamp, 2003). Furthermore, research has examined
how relational embeddedness, including shared networks and reputational concerns, affects
interorganizational trust (Glückler & Armbrüster, 2003). Attribution theory has been used to
explain how trustors make sense of a negative incident and of the relationship with the
trustee, such as in the case of interorganizational violations (Janowicz-Panjaitan & Krishnan,
2009). Finally, research at this level has drawn on the perspective of structuralism, which
considers forces both systematic and external to an organization. Factors such as labor composition and market affect all employees and thus can facilitate or hinder their trust in organizations (Hodson, 2004).

Antecedents of Organizational Trust
With regard to trustor characteristics, organizational identification has been linked to
organizational trust in organizations (Maguire & Phillips, 2008). When the referent is another
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organization such as in the case of interorganizational relations, relationship satisfaction has
been linked to interorganizational trust (Davies, Lassar, Manolis, Prince, & Winsor, 2011).
Research has likewise examined trustee characteristics in relation to the organization referent. Organizational-level integrity is positively related to organizational trust in organizations (Palanski & Yammarino, 2009). Further, the organizational climate of trust in coworkers has been found to coincide with a climate that emphasizes morale, leadership credibility,
and reward equity (Burton, Lauridsen, & Obel, 2004). When consumers are uncertain about
an organization’s products, their trust in the organization is expected to be low (Choi, Eldomiaty, & Kim, 2007). Trustee characteristics also influence interorganizational trust. Assistance received from the partner (Dyer & Chu, 2000), task competence and quality assurance
(Gullett et al., 2009), equity and fairness (Das & Teng, 1998; Robson et al., 2008; Scheer et
al., 2003), business ethics (Kasper-Fuehrer & Ashkanasy, 2001), and cultural diversity values
(Stahl, Larsson, Kremershof, & Sitkin, 2011) have been positively related to interorganizational trust.
Shared characteristics between the trustor and trustee are also important. For organizational trust in coworkers, holding common principles among organizational members has
been found to be positive (D’Iribarne, 2003). Numerous shared characteristics between organizations have been found to predict interorganizational trust. For example, both prior experience and collaboration (shadow of the past; Abramov, 2010; Dekker & Van den Abbeele,
2010; Inkpen & Currall, 2004) with a partner and expected future relationship (shadow of the
future; Inkpen & Tsang, 2005) have been found to promote trust in the partner organization.
In particular, shadow of the future has been found to mediate shadow of the past in fostering
interorganizational trust (Poppo, Zhou, & Ryu, 2008). Relatedly, McCarter, Mahoney, and
Northcraft (2011) suggest that, when alliance partners engage in a pilot project prior to a
large-scale cooperation, uncertainty about the partner is reduced and interorganizational trust
is facilitated. Along the same lines, personal relationships of the entrepreneurs have been
found to foster interorganizational trust among emerging firms (Hite, 2005). Other antecedents in this category that have been identified include: relationship length (Gulati & Sytch,
2007); partner similarity (Robson, Katsikeas, & Bello, 2008); shared network (Glückler &
Armbrüster, 2003); joint dependence and shared location (Gainey & Klaas, 2003); a common
business understanding (Kasper-Fuehrer & Ashkanasy, 2001); and mutual adaptation (Carson
et al., 2003).
Communication is another key antecedent at this level. Two-way communication (Van
Marrewijk, 2004) has been identified to facility organizational trust in organizations. Between
organizations, effective communication (Gainey & Klaas, 2003); communication quality
(Stahl et al., 2011) and interactional courtesy (Gullett et al., 2009) have been found to be
beneficial. In virtual interorganizational relations, trust is proposed to be higher when organizations are able to effectively communicate their trustworthiness (Kasper-Fuehrer & Ashkanasy, 2001). Research has likewise examined the effects of structural factors. In the case of
organizational violations, voluntary compliance with external regulations can facilitate
shared organizational trust in organizations (Gillespie & Dietz, 2009). For interorganizational trust, asset specificity of the exchanged resource (i.e., the extent to which the invested
assets cannot be transferred, which limits the likelihood of contract breach) has been found
to have a positive effect (Gainey & Klaas, 2003; Katsikeas, Skarmeas, & Bello, 2009). The
effects of different features of contracts have also been explored. Collaboration provisions
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have been found to increase competence-based trust; while control provisions have been
found to increase competence-based trust but decrease benevolence- and integrity-based
trust (Malhotra & Lumineau, 2011). When organizations belong to the same corporate network, a clear and transparent reward structure should facilitate interorganizational trust
(Inkpen & Tsang, 2005). After an acquisition, the acquired organization’s trust in the acquiring organization is higher when the post-acquisition integration takes a short amount of time
and the change in job security and rewards is positive (Stahl et al., 2011).
A number of studies have examined how organizational characteristics, particularly organizational practices, affect trust across referents at this level. For shared organizational trust in
coworkers, research has shown the positive effects of relational and commitment-based practices and policies, such as a relationship-oriented culture that focuses on promoting positive
relations among employees, informal meetings, and development of employee competence
(Collins & Smith, 2006; Six & Sorge, 2008). Using ethnographic methods, Hodson (2004)
found that factors such as supportive employment practices and management competence led
to perceptions of organizational trustworthiness among employees. Other organizational practices, including fair, transparent, and coherent policies, also can facilitate shared organizational
trust in organizations (Gillespie & Dietz, 2009; Pučėtaitė & Lämsä, 2008).
In addition to these organizational practices, factors external to organizations such as
unstable markets have been predicted to affect perceptions of organizational trustworthiness
from employees (Hodson, 2004). Interorganizational trust is also subject to external factors.
It is higher when partners share similar risks and when there is competition for partners
(Croonen, 2010). Research has also suggested that trust may be a more important consideration for service firms, nonprofit organizations, or firms involved in social investment as they
place a greater emphasis on people, training, and knowledge (Brouthers & Brouthers, 2003;
Rivera-Santos & Rufin, 2010; Scarlata & Alemany, 2010). As with research at lower levels,
the role of government has been explored. In particular, while some government policies are
conducive to interorganizational trust, other policies such as providing business subsidies
and zoning industrial districts may impose constraints that are detrimental (Neergaard &
Ulhøi, 2006).
Trust repair also has been examined in interorganizational relations. While Neergaard and Ulhøi (2006) have found that a single incident of violation does not necessarily
have a strong effect, early violations of benevolence in interorganizational relationships have
been found to damage trust significantly (Bell, Oppenheimer, & Bastien, 2002). Trust repair
becomes increasingly difficult when violations from another firm occur at higher levels of
that organization (i.e., the corporate level) as compared with violations that occur at lower
levels of the organization (i.e., the branch or operational level; Janowicz-Panjaitan &
Krishnan, 2009).

Consequences of Organizational Trust
Research is beginning to show that organizational trust in organizations has important
consequences for attitude and preference outcomes. When organizational members share
high interpersonal trust, members should also share high compassion for one another (Dutton,
Worline, Frost, & Lilius, 2006) and are more interested in discussing ethical issues (Trapp,
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2011). Shared trust in organizations has been found to ease the introduction of organizational
change (Sonpar et al., 2009). In interorganizational relations, organizations are likely to
choose an alliance partner based on interorganizational trust and are less likely to search for
alternative partners as a result (Dekker & Van den Abbeele, 2010), especially when the process of interorganizational projects is difficult to manage and outcomes are ambiguous (Shah
& Swaminathan, 2008). When interorganizational trust is high, satisfaction with the partner
and relationship (Gainey & Klaas, 2003; Gulati & Sytch, 2007), willingness to support the
partner (Wu, Wang, Chen, & Pan, 2008), and evaluation of partner performance (Jap &
Anderson, 2007) are also high. Post-acquisition job satisfaction is positively related to trust
in the acquiring firm (Stah et al., 2011).
Trust at this level also has implications on knowledge sharing and learning outcomes.
Shared interpersonal trust among employees in organizations facilitates their engagement in
learning by experimenting, which can be effective for continual performance improvement
(Pablo, Reay, Dewald, & Casebeer, 2007). A climate of interpersonal trust combined with
cooperation and shared languages and lingos used in communication have been found to
increase knowledge exchange, which has a positive effect on firm performance including sales
growth and new product revenue (Collins & Smith, 2006). Organizational trust in organizations has been found to increase firm-specific knowledge resources (Wang, He, & Mahoney,
2009). As with the other referents at this level, knowledge transfer and interorganizational
learning are important outcomes of interorganizational trust (Faems, Janssens, & Van Looy,
2007; Kale, Singh, & Perlmutter, 2000; Lui, 2009; McEvily & Marcus, 2005; Muthusamy &
White, 2005; Nielsen & Nielsen, 2009) with implications to firm competiveness (Wu, 2008).
This effect of interorganizational trust is particularly strong when the organizations are high
on interdependence and the environment is competitive (Krishnan et al., 2006) or when the
knowledge is tacit rather than explicit (Becerra, Lunnan, & Huemer, 2008; Li, Poppo, & Zhou,
2010). After an acquisition, organizational trust in acquiring organizations increases information sharing (Stahl et al., 2011).
Communication, cooperation, and conflicts is another important group of consequences at
this level. Collective perceptions that the organization is trustworthy can decrease conflicts
between employees and management (Hodson, 2004). The positive effects of interorganizational trust have been shown to include: decreased negotiation costs and conflict (Zaheer et
al., 1998); reduced transaction costs (Dyer & Chu, 2003; Gulati & Nickerson, 2008); contract
flexibility (Faems et al., 2008); contract compliance (Davies et al., 2011); positive interaction
patterns (Lado et al., 2008; Lui & Ngo, 2005); willingness to cooperate (Stahl et al., 2011),
and continued and increased collaboration (Jensen, 2003; Malhotra & Lumineau, 2011).
Interorganizational trust has been found to sustain cooperation when there is a lack of formal
legal mechanisms (Lyon, 2006) but in some cases can be substituted by strong institutional
forces (Yoo & Lee, 2009).
Given these beneficial effects, it is not surprising that organizational trust also affects
performance. Collective perceptions that the organization is trustworthy can promote OCBs
at the organizational level (Hodson, 2004). Organizational trust in organizations has also
been found to increase alignment of objectives within the organization and its adaptability
(e.g., ability to respond quickly to market changes; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004), to mitigate
the risk that human resource practices become dysfunctional (Beatty, Ewing, & Tharp, 2003).
Consumers’ collective trust in organizations has been proposed to promote marketing
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success (Audi, 2008). A climate of interpersonal trust also moderates the relationship between
positive affect climate and organizational-level employee productivity and task performance
(Menges et al., 2011).
Interorganizational trust has also been linked to performance (Gulati & Nickerson, 2008;
Lane, Salk, & Lyles, 2001), and the effect is stronger when the alliance size is small (Robson
et al., 2008), the interorganizational relationship is young, the external market is stable, risk
is shared equally among parties (Luo, 2008), parties have high interdependence (Katsikeas
et al., 2009), and parties engage in few, if any, opportunistic behaviors (Jap & Anderson,
2003). When the relationships between buyers and suppliers are trust based and characterized by autonomy or equal power, the relationships are more sustainable (Drake & Schlachter,
2008) and the business of the suppliers is less likely to fail (Hoetker, Swaminathan, & Mitchell,
2007). Procedural justice has been found to increase the financial performance of strategic
alliances indirectly through interorganizational trust (Luo, 2008).
Despite these positive outcomes, research at this level also illustrates that trust can be a
liability. For example, while a lack of extant interorganizational trust can undermine the success of a new venture (Morse, Fowler, & Lawrence, 2007), too much interorganizational
trust could lead to damaging effects such as stunting growth (Morck & Yeung, 2004) and
overlooking signs of partner failure (Blois, 2003). Patzelt and Shepherd (2008) found that a
combination of high control governed by rules and social reputation and high trust increased
the likelihood that managers decided to continue investment in underperforming alliances.
Too much trust between representatives in interorganizational relationships can also result in
ethically questionable transactions (Saini, 2010). Research has further demonstrated that the
relationship between interorganizational trust and an organization’s innovation forms an
inverted U shape such that a medium level of trust in the partner firm leads to the highest
level of innovation in an organization (Molina-Morales & Martínez-Fernández, 2009). The
relationship between interorganizational trust and learning may be complex too, as De Clercq
and Sapienza (2005) found a negative relationship. Finally, some research has suggested that
trust and controls can be complementary in interorganizational relations (Alvarez, Barney, &
Bosse, 2004; Das & Teng, 1998; Poppo & Zenger, 2002; Woolthuis, Hillebrand, & Nooteboom,
2005), while other research indicates that interorganizational trust can relieve only minor but
not stringent contractual provisions in strategic alliances (Reuer & Ariño, 2007).

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions
Trust at the organizational level is an exciting area awaiting further investigation. Current
studies have exhibited the strength of considering numerous antecedents, such as organizational practices and external environment, and consequences such as knowledge exchange
and organizational adaptability (Collins & Smith, 2006; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004;
Hodson, 2004). Research on interorganizational trust has accumulated a sizable number of
studies, many of which have successfully incorporated variables from the micro, individual
level to the macro, interorganizational level, including antecedents such as relationship history (Dekker & Van den Abbeele, 2010), joint dependence (Gulati & Sytch, 2007), and open
communication (Das & Teng, 1998), as well as outcomes such as contract compliance,
knowledge transfer, and relationship satisfaction (Davies et al., 2011; Gainey & Klaas, 2003;
Lui, 2009).
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While existing studies predominantly focus on the interpersonal and organization referents
and interorganizational trust, we note that trust at the organization level can have additional
referents. For example, research has yet to study trust in leaders and trust in customers at this
level. Further, we suspect that, as with trust at the lower levels, the antecedents and consequences could differ across referents. For example, consistent HRM policies could be particularly important in fostering organizational trust in organizations, while relational HRM policies could be particularly important in fostering organizational trust in coworkers (Gillespie
& Dietz, 2009; Six & Sorge, 2008). Moreover, research at this level can explore antecedents
that have been fruitfully examined at lower levels, such as conflicts within and between organizations. Research can also expand on the range of outcomes to examine the aggregate level
of employee attitudinal and behavioral outcomes (e.g., commitment and turnover). In the next
section on integration across levels of analysis, we discuss how organizational trust may serve
as a moderator for relationships at a lower level of analysis.
We note that while different theoretical perspectives have been brought to bear on various
referents at this level, there are opportunities for cross-fertilization. For example, research on
the organization referent, for the most part, has not explored attribution and social information processing theories, which have been useful at lower levels. These theories may also be
useful in understanding how employees within an organization come to agree on trust in a
referent (cf. Nishii, Lepak, & Schneider, 2008). Research on the interpersonal and interorganizational referents can also incorporate social identity theory and in-group and out-group
dynamics to examine how these processes influence organizational trust.
Like trust at the team level, research on trust at the organizational level can benefit from
greater specification of the composition models. A natural direction for future research is to
examine the trust climate construct, which can be assessed using the direct consensus or
referent-shift models (Chan, 1998). This line of work can create synergy between organizational climate research and the trust field, which thus far have been relatively isolated. Organizations high on trust climate may have important multilevel consequences. The presence
(or absence) of trust climate, for instance, can be a key to the success of other climate dimensions, such as learning, innovation, and customer service. The climate of trust can thus be
examined in conjunction with other climate dimensions as a system (Schulte, Ostroff, &
Kinicki, 2006). Further, the strength of the trust climate, defined as the within-unit agreement
on the degree of trust in a referent shared by unit members (Ostroff, Kinicki, & Tamkins,
2003), is akin to the dispersion composition model (Chan, 1998) and presents an important
avenue for future research. Climate can also be applied to interorganizational trust. For
example, Carson and colleagues (2003) examined the norms of trust perceived in interorganizational relationships. To the extent that trusting partners and being trustworthy are perceived as normative, interorganizational trust should be higher and the business relationships
may be stronger.
Another limitation of current research at this level is that the extant studies overwhelmingly used informants, such as boundary spanners (Janowicz-Panjaitan & Noorderhaven,
2009) and alliance managers (Muthusamy & White, 2005), to assess interorganizational
trust. While this approach has proved to be useful, as evidenced by the preceding review,
some scholars have cautioned against the use of informants in understanding organizationallevel phenomena (Bagozzi & Phillips, 1982; Currall & Inkpen, 2002; Kozlowski & Klein,
2000). Because of the reliance on a single informant from each organization, the level of analysis for trust at this level is not always clean-cut. While these studies tend to come from the macro
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end of the field and assume that individuals who are surveyed are adequate representatives of
the organization as a whole, the measurement level that is actually implemented can be
argued to reside at the individual level. Additionally, there is some indication that interorganizational trust affects interorganizational exchange more than the interpersonal trust of the
boundary spanners does (Barden & Mitchell, 2007).
Future research needs to consider assessing interorganizational trust through the aggregation method. Because assessing trust from all employees in multiple organizations poses
practical difficulties, researchers can survey from a carefully selected set of key players,
depending on the specific interorganizational relations, such as TMT members in strategic
alliances and research-and-development scientists in joint research projects. Alternatively,
research can clarify whether trust of an informant is shared by other organizational members relevant to the interorganizational relation. It is also possible that decisions to use
reports from an informant or from an aggregation of groups of employees depend on the
nature of the relation. Currall and Inkpen (2002) suggest that both the trustor and trustee of
a joint venture can be an individual, a group, or a firm. We concur with them that researchers should be explicit about the level of analysis associated with the level of trustor to
ensure that the measurement is aligned with the theory. More research is needed to investigate if these forms of interorganizational trust differ and if they lead to similar or divergent
outcomes.
Finally, as with trust at the team level, research needs to specify the mechanisms through
which trust emerges at the organizational level. In other words, how do organizational members come to share their trust in a referent? In the climate literature, multilevel factors have
been identified to affect the formation of climate, including organizational structure and
practices, employee homogeneity, social interaction, leadership, and workgroup influence
(Ostroff et al., 2003; Schneider & Reichers, 1983). Depending on the specific referent, some
of the factors are expected to be more relevant than others (e.g., CEO statements on organizational trust in leaders and organizational practices on organizational trust in organizations).
We also expect that there are emergent processes particularly relevant to the construct of trust
itself. For example, because consistency is a critical concern in trust (Mayer et al., 1995), the
alignment between espoused and enacted organizational values could be essential in trust
emergence at this level.

Integration Across Levels of Analysis
Building on the foundation this review has laid, we now turn to a discussion of the importance of examining multilevel and cross-level models in trust research. Trust within any one
level does not occur in a vacuum and needs to be considered in the context of trust and related
factors at other levels. Our analysis reveals that the field is beginning to accumulate research
at different levels of analysis and that the time is ripe for integration across levels.

Investigating Quasi-Isomorphism Across Levels
Construct quasi-isomorphism. Our review indicates that the conceptualizations of trust
across levels share some similarities and differences. Many of the definitions across levels
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and referents generally represent trust as including positive expectations of trustworthiness,
willingness to accept vulnerability, or both. At the same time, there are differences in the
construct at different levels: Trust at the team and organizational levels denotes collective
beliefs and attitudes from members within a unit. Trust at the organizational level as a shared
climate (e.g., Shockley-Zalabak et al., 2000), for instance, is clearly different from trust at
the individual level as an individual’s psychological state.
To further understand the similarity and differences in conceptualizations of trust in future
research, it is necessary to begin generating guidelines for the measurement of trust within
and across levels. The measurement of trust has arguably been more fragmented than the
definitions of trust. Lamenting this state, McEvily and Tortoriello commented, “It appears to
be the case that different researchers use different measurement instruments to meet the idiosyncratic purposes of a particular study” (2011: 24). Nevertheless, a number of scales have
been particularly influential across levels of analysis, such as those of Mayer and Davis
(1999) and McAllister (1995), which vary based on their different conceptualizations. In
moving forward, we strongly urge researchers to (1) use measures that follow closely their
definitions of trust to adequately measure their constructs; (2) demarcate clearly what is and
is not within the construct space of trust and distinguish in measurement between the antecedents and consequences of trust, such as attachment and voice behavior, respectively, and
trust itself; and (3) identify the referents clearly in the trust measures and use them consistently across items. There is a risk of misinterpretation of results if a misalignment exists
among construct, theory, and measurement.
When studying trust at higher levels of analysis, we suggest drawing upon Chan’s (1998)
composition models of direct consensus and referent-shift consensus to distinguish different
forms of aggregation. In the direct consensus model, the aggregated, unit level of trust is the
variable of interest, but it is meaningful only when there is sufficient consensus among the
unit members. Demonstrating consensus is thus necessary to justify aggregation for the direct
consensus model. For example, researchers may hypothesize that the performance of a team
can be high only when most members are in agreement that they trust their leader. The referentshift consensus model is similar to direct consensus in that it requires aggregation, but instead
of asking whether individuals in a unit trust their leader (e.g., “I trust my leader”), the referent-shift model focuses on individuals’ perceptions of whether unit members trust the leader
(e.g., “members in this team trust the leader”). This distinction can be potentially important
because, theoretically, it is possible that team members believe that members in the team tend
to trust the leader, while they do not actually trust the leader. In addition to using the aggregation method, researchers can use the group decision process or representatives of teams to
examine trust at the unit level. Song (2009) found that trust rated by representatives was
lower than trust based on group decisions. More research is needed to understand the implications of these methods.
As trust research on higher levels of analysis accumulates, we note that the dispersion
composition models are also ripe for investigation. In the dispersion model, the variable of
interest is the extent to which unit members share their levels of trust in a referent, or the
degree of agreement among members. Future research needs to understand the effects of
various degrees of agreement of trust in units. For example, the trust and unit performance
relationship demonstrated by research on team trust in leaders (Davis et al., 2000; Dirks,
2000; Walumbwa et al., 2011) may be realized only when there is a high degree of agreement
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among team members. Additionally, the degree of unit agreement of trust may exert effects
on outcomes above and beyond the unit level of trust.
Future research is needed to examine whether the assumption of construct quasi-isomorphism is supported by examining the factor structure of trust across levels of analysis to
confirm that trust across levels consists of the dimensions of positive expectations and willingness to be vulnerable and that the relationship between these two dimensions are comparable across levels. Chen, Bliese, and Mathieu (2005) reviewed different methods to test the
homology of constructs across levels of analysis: (1) within and between analysis (WABA;
Dansereau & Yammarino, 2000), (2) multilevel structural equation modeling (SEM; Muthén,
1994), and (3) levels of similarity. While WABA has been used previously, the method is
limited by requiring all data to be collected at the lowest level of analysis. Multilevel SEM is
an adaptation of the SEM approach (cf. Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993) that does not require all
measures at the lowest level, but it is highly sensitive to small sample sizes at the higher level
(i.e., number of units). Accordingly, Chen, Bliese, et al. (2005) recommended the levels of
similarity method, which examines two forms of similarity: configural and scalar. Configural
similarity addresses similar patterns in relationships among dimensions in a construct across
levels, while scalar similarity addresses the numerical proportionality of such relationships
across levels. Future research is needed to examine whether trust is indeed quasi-isomorphic
across levels using these methods.
Theoretical quasi-isomorphism. Our review revealed great theoretical diversity across
levels, which can be considered a strength that contributes to our understanding of trust in
organizations and should continue to be leveraged in future research. Applying diverse
theoretical perspectives in research would be particularly valuable for research at higher
levels of analysis, as the theoretical approaches that have been used are somewhat limited.
We maintain that theories need not reside at a particular level and can be fruitfully applied
to understand trust at other levels. For example, social information processing theory and
attribution theory adopted at the individual level might be useful for understanding the
dynamics of trust at the team and organization levels. Similarly, the embeddedness perspective that has proved to be fruitful at the individual and organization levels can be drawn on
at the team level, and social identity theory can be applied to the organization level in addition to the individual and team levels. More generally, research on trust at different levels
has largely existed in its own “intellectual silos,” and testing principles from other levels can
potentially provide a valuable and parsimonious understanding about trust in organizations
(Klein et al., 1994). There is indeed some evidence for theoretical quasi-isomorphism. For
example, research across levels and referents has drawn heavily on social exchange theory,
as evident in our review.
Antecedent and consequence quasi-isomorphism. Beyond construct conceptualization
and theoretical perspectives, research is needed to examine whether certain antecedents and
consequences are applicable across levels. Our review, summarized in Tables 1 and 2, indicates that research at one level tends to focus on a particular set of variables while overlooking other possibilities. Put differently, while certain considerations are especially relevant to
a level, we believe that many antecedents and consequences can be fruitfully examined at
other levels of analysis. Research at the team level, for example, has not examined how
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characteristics of the trustor, the organization, and the external environment affect trust in
various referents. Likewise, research on trust in teams at the individual level can examine
the effects of these three characteristics.
Special attention should be given to functional quasi-isomorphism, which occurs when
constructs and relationships function in similar ways at different levels. For example, it is
possible that that the effects of network characteristics on trust have some similar effects
across levels. More research is needed to confirm these quasi-isomorphic patterns, as few
studies have examined the role of networks in trust processes at the team level and at the
organizational level. As another example, research on trust repair has predominantly focused
on the individual level (Kramer & Lewicki, 2010), and there is a great need to understand
trust repair at the team and organizational levels, given the repeated occurrences of infamous
trust failures at higher levels, such as the Enron bankruptcy and American International
Group bailout scandals. Cross-fertilization of trust antecedents and consequences across
levels holds promise to advance our understanding of trust and increase the creativity of the
field.

Cross-Level Models
How trust at one level may be affected by or has an impact on trust or constructs at different levels is an exciting area for future research. Research on trust at the individual level, for
example, would benefit from considering how factors at higher levels affect interpersonal
trust, trust in teams, and trust in organizations. Drawing from the theory of structuration
(DeSanctis & Poole, 1994; Giddens, 1984), it could be posited that trust at the individual and
dyadic levels is embedded in the social structure of the organization and it in turn perpetuates
that social structure. Thus, the social interactions among individuals and the organizational
structure can be understood as mutually constraining.
Research has indeed shown that trust between individuals is influenced by factors in the
social environment. For example, Chou and colleagues (2008) found that the likelihood of
teammates trusting each other and being trusted at the individual level depended on the
shared values at the team level. Ambrose and Schminke (2003) found that the relationship
between justice dimensions and trust in leaders depended on the organizational form. Interactional justice had a stronger effect than procedural justice in organic organizations, whereas
the opposite was the case in mechanistic organizations. Other researchers have similarly
found that trust at the individual level is affected by values at the system level (Shamir &
Lapidot, 2003). This type of cross-level, top-down effect should also influence trust at the
team level and organizational level. For example, market conditions external to the organization can affect trust at the organizational level (Hodson, 2004) and likely also at the team
level. Similarly, bottom-up effects are another direction for future research. Little research
has been done to examine how trust at higher levels may be subject to factors at lower levels.
For instance, trust at the organizational level may be impacted by the quality of relationships
within individual teams and between teams.
In addition to cross-level models, mixed-determinant models, in which trust at one level
may be affected by factors from multiple levels of analysis, will be important to explore
(Klein et al., 1994). For example, trust at the individual level may be influenced by factors
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across levels, including team cohesion, organizational climate, and interorganizational competition. Likewise, mixed-effect models, in which trust may affect outcomes across levels
(Klein et al., 1994), should also be considered. Trust at the organizational level, for example,
may affect team and individual outcomes. It is also possible that trust moderates factors at
other levels: Dirks and Ferrin (2001) proposed that trust tends to serve as an amplifier or suppressor of the effects of other variables.
In considering these different cross-level and multilevel relationships, it is important for
the coherence and advancement of the field that researchers are explicit about the models they
test and use similar terminology that draws from the levels-of-analysis literature. Knowledge
about how antecedents and consequences at various levels relate to trust at a given level will
provide a holistic perspective on trust within organizations and facilitate synergistic integration between trust and other micro and macro topics in organizational sciences.

Interrelation of Trust Across Referents and Levels
The relationship of trust across referents and levels of analysis provides an additional
promising avenue for future research. For example, does trust in organizations trickle down
to affect trust in other referents? Shamir and Lapidot (2003) found that individual trust in
leaders reflected trust in organizations, as leaders were perceived to represent the organization. At the team level, research has found a spillover effect between within-team cooperation and between-team cooperation (Keenan & Carnevale, 1989). It is thus possible that team
trust in teams (or a lack thereof) can affect interteam trust. Further, we suspect that trust in
some referents mediates or moderates trust in other referents. Research at the individual
level, for example, has found that trust in organizations mediates the relationship between
trust in coworkers and employee commitment and performance (Tan & Lim, 2009). Trust in
an interpersonal referent in another organization and trust in the other organization has been
hypothesized to interact to affect interorganizational relationships (Jeffries & Reed, 2000).
More research is sorely needed to understand the relationship among trust in different referents. It is possible that, for instance, trust in one referent may be a requisite of trust in another
referent. Alternatively, trust in one referent might act as a substitute for trust in another referent in achieving desirable outcomes. Research should continue to examine various referents
such as peers, subordinates, and customers, among others, and investigate if they lead to
unique antecedents and consequences.
In a similar manner, trust at one level may influence trust at another level through mediation or moderation. For example, Janowicz-Panjaitan and Krishnan (2009) discussed how
trust violation at one level could affect trust at another level and how violations at the interpersonal level may be different from those at the organizational level. Other possibilities are
that the trust climate at the organizational level may moderate the effects of trust at the individual level and that trust at the team level may mediate the effect of trust at the organizational level. Above all, we would encourage researchers to consider different trust referents
across levels and keep them distinct in their studies in order to compare and contrast their
effects.
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A Decade of Trust Research: Lingering Questions
The past 10 years have seen significant advances in trust research. Our multilevel–
multireferent review summarizes developments during this period and highlights the current
research directions. We close with some lingering issues that arise from our review and that
are important to consider in future research.

Power and Trust
One variable that has yet been systematically explored in relation to trust, as evident in our
review above, is power. This is surprising given that trust inherently involves dependence
and vulnerability. Further, although there are numerous studies on trust in leaders and among
parties with divergent levels of power, little research has focused on how power differences
affect trust dynamics. Research that does exist suggests that power is a critical variable in
trust and that the two are interrelated (Tomlinson, 2005), but their relationship appears to be
complex. For example, low-power individuals tend to pay more attention to the trustworthiness information of high-power individuals, as compared with the reverse (Kramer, 1996),
possibly because the low-power party benefits more from the high-power party’s trustworthiness (Greenwood & Buren, 2010). Sniezek and Van Swol (2001) found that low-power
trustors were more motivated to evaluate their trust in a high-power trustee and to trust the
high-power trustee, rather than the opposite. At the same time, Schoorman and colleagues
(2007) suggested that because high-power individuals can afford more risk, they are more
likely to trust than low-power individuals are. Further, individuals might have different types
of trust depending on their relative power in relationships. For example, Chua and colleagues
(2008) found that trustors had high cognitive trust but low affective trust toward trustees who
outranked them. Power can also moderate the relationships between trust and other variables.
When employees perceive a larger power difference from the leader, such as in high-powerdistance cultures, the relationship between procedural justice and trust in leaders has been
found to be smaller (Lee et al., 2000). Overall, interpersonal trust can be more difficult to
develop when two parties have power differences than when they hold similar power
(Korczynski & Ott, 2005). However, the situation could be reversed if the power difference
is expected or even deemed appropriate. For example, in mentor–protégé relationships,
protégés with mentors in high-power positions have more trust in the mentors (Murrell et al.,
2008). As this analysis demonstrates, most of the existing research on power and trust resides
at the individual level. Research at the team and organization levels needs to explore the
effects of power on trust across referents. For example, in addition to interpersonal trust,
power differences might be an important antecedent for interteam and interorganizational
trust. It remains a question whether the relationship between power and trust is similar across
levels.
Power likely has important implications for trust violation and repair. Misuse of power
erodes trust within organizations (Small, 2002), but high-power people may be less vigilant
toward potential violations and pay less attention to expectation-inconsistent information
than low-power people are (Mannix, 1993). During trust repair, high-power trustees are more
likely to convince trustors to give them the benefit of the doubt; however, because
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individuals with high power are perceived to be in control, it may be more difficult for the
high-power violator to attribute the violation to situational forces (Kim, Dirks, & Cooper,
2009). Indeed, Van Dijke and colleagues (2010) showed that violations of procedural justice
from high-power leaders were more damaging then from low-power leaders. Again, we note
that research should extend beyond the individual level. Trust at the organizational level in
reactions toward organizational wrongdoings, for instance, can be affected by the power the
organization has over the employees. As another example, power from a wide range of
sources may influence the extent to which an organization’s violations influence its partners’
interorganizational trust.

Emotions and Trust
As with power, emotion is an antecedent that has been underexplored. To date, trust
research has examined the affective components associated with trust such as satisfaction,
commitment, and attachment (Chua et al., 2008; McAllister, 1995), but little research has
focused on the relationship between trust and affect (e.g., mood and emotion). Jones and
George (1998) proposed that affect provides information that can assist trustors in their trust
decisions. Because of the role emotions play in trust processes, research has suggested that
the trustee’s interpersonal emotion regulation of the trustor, such as modulating emotional
responses, can play an important role in building and maintaining trust (Williams, 2007).
Despite these theoretical works, the number of studies that examine trust and affect remains
limited. In work on leadership succession, the affective reactions felt when the predecessor
left were found to predict how employees trusted a new leader (Ballinger & Schoorman,
2007; Ballinger, Schoorman, & Lehman, 2009). More generally, Lount (2010) found that a
positive mood prompts people to trust based on situational cues: If situation cues suggest
trust, people in a positive mood are likely to increase interpersonal trust and vice versa.
Research has even found that incidental emotions unrelated to the relationship (i.e., primed
experimentally prior to encountering the trustee) can be misattributed and affect interpersonal trust (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005). Most studies thus far focus on the individual level,
with a few exceptions. For example, the negative emotions felt by some team members due
to leader favoritism or insincerity have been proposed to spread to the rest of the team through
emotion contagion and to produce a low level of team trust in the leader (Dasborough,
Ashkanasy, Tee, & Tse, 2009). At higher levels of analysis, socioemotional processes such
as expressivity, contagion, and regulation should influence how members in a unit trust.
Different discrete emotions may have divergent implications in trust development, dissolution, and repair. For example, gratitude and empathy both may increase trust but through
different processes, such as reciprocity and social identification, respectively. Likewise,
anger and disappointment may lead to different forms of trust dissolution. Understanding
how emotions are implicated in trust should be especially relevant during trust violations, as
violations are emotionally charged events for trustors (Schoorman et al., 2007). The effectiveness of trust repair may depend on the particular types of emotions the trustor experiences
and the trustee expresses (cf. Kim et al., 2009). Again, more research is needed to examine
the effects of discrete emotions on trust across referents and levels. At higher levels, the
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relationship between affect and trust is expected to be more complex given team dynamics
and organizational processes.

Dynamics of Trust: Symmetric and Asymmetric Trust
The research on trust discussed in this review has tended to examine trust as a static phenomenon and from one party’s (i.e., the trustor’s) perspective. An interesting frontier of future
research is to consider the alignment of trust from both entities and to explore the antecedents
and consequences of asymmetric trust and symmetric trust (Schoorman et al., 2007; Zaheer &
Zaheer, 2006). Limited research has examined these concepts at different levels of analysis,
with symmetric trust being linked to positive outcomes and asymmetric trust to negative ones.
Mutual trust has been found to increase strategic-resource exchanges between individuals
(Bouty, 2000). When both the leader and the follower trust each other, the follower exhibits
more individual-directed OCB (Brower, Lester, Korsgaard, & Dineen, 2009). At the team
level, trust asymmetry among team members weakens the relationship between team trust level
and team performance (De Jong & Dirks, in press). In interorganizational relations, power
dynamics and competitive external environments have been related to asymmetric trust (Graebner,
2009), and in international business, asymmetric trust has been proposed to be likely when parties come from nations with notable institutional and cultural differences (Zaheer & Zaheer,
2006). Given these findings, more research is needed to understand symmetric and asymmetric
trust and to directly compare the effects of the two across levels and referents.
Additionally, the alignment between the trustor’s trust and the trustee’s trustworthiness
warrants investigation, such as between leaders’ trust in employees and the trustworthiness of
the employees. A match between trust and actual trustworthiness is rare because individuals
cannot have complete information about the trustee (Graebner, 2009). Mismatches, on the
other hand, have costs and benefits. If one trusts more than the actual trustworthiness warrants, termed “over-trust” by Goel and Karri (2006), there is the potential benefit of selffulfilling prophecy through which trustworthiness may increase, but the trustor also risks violations. Further, interpersonal over-trust has been suggested to increase “leniency in judging
the trustee, delay in perceiving exploitation, and increased risk-taking” (Goel, Bell, & Pierce,
2005: 203). Under-trust similarly poses a dilemma. Trust research across referents and levels
should explicitly investigate the antecedents and outcomes of over-trust and under-trust.

Another Level of Analysis: Culture
A growing amount of research has examined trust from a cross-cultural perspective, but
more is still needed. As social processes differ across cultures (Markus & Kitayama, 1991;
Triandis, 1989) and trust is fundamentally social, we suspect that trust at each level will differ
to an extent across cultures. A perusal of this review illustrates that we need to directly test
assumptions of universality in future research, given that the vast majority of research on this
topic is based upon Western samples, which have been argued to be WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic; Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010). Indeed,
recent works on the intersection of culture and trust (Dietz, Gillespie, & Chao, 2010;
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Johnston & Selsky, 2006) question whether currently uncovered factors and processes related
to trust are universal.
There are many findings in the trust literature that would benefit from cross-cultural
investigation. For example, Lewicki and Bunker (1996) proposed that trust relationships
move from calculus-based trust to identification-based trust. However, the extent to which
this is the case may depend on the level of interdependence of a culture. In a similar vein,
benevolence may play a stronger role in perceptions of trustworthiness in cultures outside of
the United States (Sheppard & Sherman, 1998). Emic dimensions of trustworthiness are
likely to be found in other cultures. For example, in their qualitative analysis in China and
Turkey, Wasti and Tan (2010) revealed that in collectivist cultures, employees refer to factors other than ability, benevolence, and integrity in developing trust in leaders. In addition,
research has brought into question the construct and structure equivalence of the existing
trust measures across cultures. Wasti, Tan, Brower, and Önder (2007) showed that the commonly adopted trust scale by Mayer and Davis (1999) exhibited substandard psychometric
properties in the United States, Turkey, and Singapore. As this discussion implies, there are
likely universal and culture-specific aspects of trust. This is consistent with Ferrin and
Gillespie’s (2010) argument that the conceptualization and function of trust is variform universal (Bass, 1997; Lonner, 1980) in that the general theories and measures are likely applicable across cultures, but additional modifications are needed to take emic constructs and
local practices into account.
We would further note that the research that does exist on culture and trust tends to focus
on the dimension of individualism and collectivism (IC) or on the nations that are typically
considered representative of these dimensions (e.g., the United States and China, respectively). These studies have found main effects such that people in collectivistic cultures tend
to have lower generalized trust than people in individualistic cultures (Bohnet, Herrmann, &
Zeckhauser, 2010; Realo, Allik, & Greenfield, 2008). The antecedents of trust also have been
found to vary. For interpersonal trust, economic exchange and ties with third parties have a
more positive effect among Chinese managers, while friendship has a more positive effect
among American managers (Chua, Morris, & Ingram, 2009). Likewise, perceptions of fairness and preference for equity affect Americans’ trust in organizations but not that of the
Chinese (Chan, Lam, & Liu, 2011). Research has further illuminated the moderating effects
of IC. For example, people from collectivistic and individualistic cultures draw from different sources in forming interpersonal trust: Collectivistic trustors prefer situational information and interpersonal ties, whereas individualists prefer dispositional information and
common category membership (Branzei, Vertinsky, & Camp, 2007). We would encourage
researchers to look beyond IC. Cultural dimensions such as tightness–looseness; power distance; masculinity or femininity; and the logics of honor, dignity, and face all have implications for trust processes (Ackerman, Hu, & Wei, 2009; Bohnet et al., 2010; Doney, Cannon,
& Mullen, 1998; Fulmer & Gelfand, in press; Gunia, Brett, Nandkeolyar, & Kamdar, 2011;
Schoorman et al., 2007). For example, soft commitment and timely communication have been
found to be positively related to interorganizational trust in Turkey (Wasti & Wasti, 2008), a
culture that emphasizes honor logics. Research would also benefit from taking a profile
approach and examining multiple cultural dimensions together (cf. Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan,
2007). Aside from cross-cultural comparisons, it will be critical to examine trust at the intercultural interface. Dietz and colleagues (2010) and Kramer (2010) posited that trust becomes
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even more important in intercultural interaction, yet research in this context is extremely
limited.
Finally, we note that culture has implications on trust research in all permutations of the
multilevel–multireferent framework we present. For example, culture is highly relevant for
interorganizational trust with the growing occurrences of international joint ventures (IJVs).
Multiple studies have indeed examined the impact of trust in interorganizational relations
and provide a good example of how, together, the findings provide a picture of cultural
impact on trust in this referent at the organizational level. Scholars have generally found that
interorganizational trust differs in quality and quantity across cultures (Bachmann, 2010;
Czaban, Hocevar, Jaklic, & Whitley, 2003: Dyer & Chu, 2000). Naturally, cross-cultural differences and a lack of trust inhibit effective collaboration between local and foreign firms
(Fang, 2011). Brouthers and Bamossy (2006) proposed that language training, personnel
exchange, and open communication can reduce cultural differences and increase trust
between firms in IJVs. Interorganizational trust across cultures can also be generated from
the macro structure, such as common membership in intergovernment organizations and
immigration flows between the home and host countries (Rangan & Sengul, 2009). In sum,
we encourage future research to examine the influence of culture systematically at other
levels and in other referents to improve our understanding of the effects of culture on trust.

Broadening the Methodological Toolkit: Expanding Research Methods of Trust
Our review indicates that the methods used to examine trust are diverse, yet they are
highly uniform within each level of analysis. Specifically, research has relied heavily on
experiments and surveys at the individual and team levels and on case studies and surveys at
the organizational level. Future trust research would benefit from incorporating field experiments6: quasi-experiments provide a compromise between experimental control and realworld relevance (Grant & Wall, 2009). Additionally, trust across levels has been conceptualized as a dynamic process that fluctuates over time (Dirks, Lewicki, & Zaheer, 2009; Lewicki
& Bunker, 1996; MacKenzie, 2008; Spedale, Van Den Bosch, & Volberda, 2007). For example, research has found that perceived trustworthiness of another is associated with demographic similarity early in a relationship and with shared perspectives in developed relationships (Levin, Whitener, & Cross, 2006). To capture the patterns of change and the different
phases of trust—building, dissolution, and repair—experiential sampling (Alliger & Williams,
1993) or other repeated measures are useful to identify nonlinear patterns in trust processes
(Fulmer & Gelfand, in press).
In the next decade, trust researchers should continue exploring additional research methods. For example, subliminal priming has been used to demonstrate how trust can be affected
by cues outside of conscious awareness (Huang & Murnighan, 2010). Mathematical modeling
of trust is also an area ripe for future research (e.g., Marsh, 1994; Mui, Mohtashemi, & Halberstadt, 2002; see Sabater & Sierra, 2005, for a review). Finally, neuroscience has been used
to examine trust (e.g., De Dreu et al., 2010; Krueger et al., 2007; see Becker, Cropanzano, &
Sanfey, 2011). Above all, a particular method need not be limited to one level of analysis, and
we encourage methodological diversity in the study of trust to illustrate the convergence of
research findings.
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Conclusion
Trust has implications across multiple levels in organizations, from employee performance (Colquitt et al., 2007), teamwork (Davis et al., 2000; Dirks, 2000), and leadership
success (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002) to organizational and interorganizational performance
(Collins & Smith, 2006; Gulati & Nickerson, 2008; Robson et al., 2008). The significance of
trust in organizations is expected to continue to increase as knowledge-based assets become
more prominent in our economy (Adler, 2001), teamwork becomes the norm in the workplace
(Burke et al., 2007), and the environment becomes more dynamic (Painter-Morland, 2008).
This review illustrates that research on trust is in many ways thriving. To capture the
complexity in the past 10 years of research, we advance a multilevel–multireferent framework to examine the intellectual territory in which trust research resides. Through this review,
we have shown that we need to differentiate trust in a referent and trust at a level. We have
identified common and distinct antecedents and consequences across referents and levels of
analysis; highlighted the strengths, limitations, and new directions for future research at each
level; and illustrated the great potential for cross-level integration. A truly multilevel view of
trust will ultimately inform both researchers and practitioners on this fundamental process in
organizations.
Notes
Table S1 is available online at http://jom.sagepub.com/supplemental.
1. Economists (Bohnet & Zeckhauser, 2004; Schelling, 1960; Williamson, 1993), game theorists (Axelrod,
1984; Berg, Dickhaut, & McCabe, 1995), and some sociologists (Gambetta, 1988; Granovetter, 1985; Yamagishi,
Cook, & Watabe, 1998) view trust as represented by cooperative choices directly observable as a behavior capable
of impacting outcomes. Because in our view this related construct is a proxy for trust and does not directly assess
the construct of trust, papers that examine trust as a behavioral choice were excluded.
2. Because of space limitations, it was not possible to include an exhaustive list of citations, and as such, we
included representative papers when discussing research findings.
3. Our review draws mainly on research in organizational sciences; however, because trust is a central topic in
diverse disciplines, we also included some papers from other fields such as social psychology, sociology, and
experimental economics. For a review of the trust literature in other disciplines, readers can see Sztompka (1999)
in sociology; Corsín Jiménez (2011) in anthropology; La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes, Shleifer, and Vishny (1997) in
economics; and Levi and Stoker (2000) in political science.
4. Given space limitations, we cannot discuss all possible referents; for example, while it is theoretically possible to review research on trust in peers, subordinates, customers, and external stakeholders, to date there is not
enough literature to do so. We accordingly discuss interpersonal referents as one generalized category and return to
the need in future research to further differentiate referents therein.
5. The team referent is different from coworkers or other general groups of people in the interpersonal referent
who do not necessarily work as an interdependent team. We adopted the definition of teams by Guzzo and Dickson:
“A work group is made up of individuals who see themselves and who are seen by others as a social entity, who are
interdependent because of the tasks they perform as members of a group, who are embedded in one or more larger
social systems (e.g. community, organization), and who perform tasks that affect others (such as customers or
coworkers)” (1996: 308-309). Both as a referent and as a level of analysis, people within a team are considered as
a social entity.
6. We thank an anonymous reviewer for very helpful comments on this point.

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

Fulmer, Gelfand / Trust Across Organizational Levels   1215

References
Abramov, I. 2010. Building peace in fragile states—Building trust is essential for effective public–private partnerships.
Journal of Business Ethics, 89: 481-494. doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0402-8
Ackerman, D., Hu, J., & Wei, L. 2009. Confucius, cars, and big government: Impact of government involvement in business on consumer perceptions under Confucianism. Journal of Business Ethics, 88: 473-482. doi:10.1007/s10551-0090304-9
Adler, P. S. 2001. Market, hierarchy, and trust: The knowledge economy and the future of capitalism. Organization Science,
12: 215-234. doi:10.1287/orsc.12.2.215.10117
Alge, B. J., Ballinger, G. A., & Green, S. G. 2004. Remote control: Predictors of electronic monitoring intensity and
secrecy. Personnel Psychology, 57: 377-410. doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.2004.tb02495.x
Alge, B. J., Wiethoff, C., & Klein, H. J. 2003. When does the medium matter? Knowledge-building experiences and opportunities in decision-making teams. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 9: 26-37. doi:10.1016/
S0749-5978(02)00524-1
Alliger, G. M., & Williams, K. J. 1993. Using signal-contingent experience sampling methodology to study work in the
field: A discussion and illustration examining task perceptions and mood. Personnel Psychology, 46: 525-549.
doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.1993.tb00883.x
Alvarez, S. A., Barney, J. B., & Bosse, D. A. 2004. Trust and its alternatives. Human Resource Management, 42: 393-404.
doi:10.1002/hrm.10097
Ambrose, M., & Schminke, M. 2003. Organization structure as a moderator of the relationship between procedural justice,
interactional justice, perceived organizational support, and supervisory trust. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88: 295305. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.88.2.295
Andrews, K. M., & Delahaye, B. L. 2000. Influences of knowledge process in organizational learning: The psychosocial
filter. Journal of Management Studies, 37: 797-810. doi:10.1111/1467-6486.00204
Aryee, S., Budhwar, P. S., & Chen, Z. X. 2002. Trust as a mediator of the relationship between organizational justice and
work outcomes: Test of a social exchange model. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23: 267-285. doi:10.1002/
job.138
Audi, R. 2008. Some dimensions of trust in business practices: From financial and product representation to licensure and
voting. Journal of Business Ethics, 80: 97-102. doi:10.1007/s10551-007-9435-z
Avolio, B. J., Gardner, W. L., Walumbwa, F. O., Luthans, F., & May, D. R. 2004. Unlocking the mask: A look at the process
by which authentic leaders impact follower attitudes and behaviors. Leadership Quarterly, 15: 801-823. doi:10.1016/j.
leaqua.2004.09.003
Axelrod, R. 1984. The evolution of cooperations. New York: Basic Books.
Bachmann, R. 2010. Towards a context-sensitive approach to researching trust in inter-organizational relationships. In M.
N. K. Saunders, D. Skinner, G. Dietz, N. Gillespie, & R. J. Lewicki (Eds.), Organizational trust: A cultural perspective:
87-106. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Bagozzi, R. P., & Phillips, L. W. 1982. Representing and testing organizational theories: A holistic construal. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 27: 459-489. doi:10.2307/2392322
Bal, P. M., De Lange, A. H., Jansen, P. G., & Van der Velde, M. E. 2008. Psychological contract breach and job attitudes:
A meta-analysis of age as a moderator. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 72: 143-158. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2007.10.005
Balasubramanian, S., Konana, P., & Menon, N. M. 2003. Customer satisfaction in virtual environments: A study of online
investing. Management Science, 49: 871-889. doi:10.1287/mnsc.49.7.871.16385
Ballinger, G. A., & Schoorman, F. 2007. Individual reactions to leadership succession in workgroups. Academy of
Management Review, 32: 118-136. doi:10.5465/AMR.2007.23463887
Ballinger, G. A., Schoorman, F., & Lehman, D. W. 2009. Will you trust your new boss? The role of affective reactions to
leadership succession. Leadership Quarterly, 20: 219-232. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.01.012
Bandura, A. 1986. The explanatory and predictive scope of self-efficacy theory. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology,
4: 359-373. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Bandura, A. 1997. Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: Freeman.
Barden, J. Q., & Mitchell, W. 2007. Disentangling the influences of leaders’ relational embeddedness on interorganizational
exchange. Academy of Management Journal, 50: 1440-1461. doi:10.5465/amj.2007.28225983
Bass, B. M. 1997. Does the transactional–transformational leadership paradigm transcend organizational and national
boundaries? American Psychologist, 52: 130. doi:10.1037/0003-066X.52.2.130
Beatty, R. W., Ewing, J. R., & Tharp, C. G. 2003. HR’s role in corporate governance: President and perspective. Human
Resource Management, 42: 257-269. doi:10.102/hrm.10084
Becerra, M., & Gupta, A. 2003. Perceived trustworthiness within the organization: The moderating impact of communication frequency on trustor and trustee effects. Organization Science, 14: 32-44. doi:10.1287/orsc.14.1.32.12815
Becerra, M., Lunnan, R., & Huemer, L. 2008. Trustworthiness, risk, and the transfer of tacit and explicit knowledge
between alliance partners. Journal of Management Studies, 45: 691-713. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00766.x
Becker, W. J., Cropanzano, R., & Sanfey, A. G. 2011. Organizational neuroscience: Taking organizational theory inside the
neural black box. Journal of Management, 37: 933-961. doi:10.1177/0149206311398955
Begley, T. M., Lee, C., & Hui, C. 2006. Organizational level as a moderator of the relationship between justice perceptions
and work-related reactions. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27: 705-721. doi:10.1002/job.388
Bell, C., & Main, K. 2011. Deonance and distrust: Motivated third party information seeking following disclosure of an
agent’s unethical behavior. Journal of Business Ethics, 102: 77-96. doi:10.1007/s10551-011-0801-5

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

1216    Journal of Management / July 2012
Bell, G. G., Oppenheimer, R. J., & Bastien, A. 2002. Trust deterioration in an international buyer–supplier relationship.
Journal of Business Ethics, 36: 65-78. doi:10.1023/A:1014239812469
Berg, J., Dickhaut, J., & McCabe, K. 1995. Trust, reciprocity, and social history. Games and Economic Behavior, 10: 122142. doi:10.1006/game.1995.1027
Bernardin, H., Richey, B. E., & Castro, S. L. 2011. Mandatory and binding arbitration: Effects on employee attitudes and
recruiting results. Human Resource Management, 50: 175-200. doi:10.1002/hrm.20417
Bews, N. F., & Rossouw, G. J. 2002. A role for business ethics in facilitating trustworthiness. Journal of Business Ethics,
39: 377-390. doi:10.1023/A:1019700704414
Bhattacharya, C. C., Korschun, D., & Sen, S. 2009. Strengthening stakeholder–company relationships through mutually
beneficial corporate social responsibility initiatives. Journal of Business Ethics, 85: 257-272. doi:10.1007/s10551-0089730-3
Blatt, R. 2009. Tough love: How communal schemas and contracting practices build relational capital in entrepreneurial
teams. Academy of Management Review, 34: 533-551. doi:10.5465/AMR.2009.40633298
Blau, P. 1964. Exchange and power in social life. New York: John Wiley.
Bliese, P. D. 2000. Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability: Implications for data aggregation and
analysis. In K. J. Klein & S. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in organizations:
Foundations, extensions, and new directions: 349-381. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Blois, K. 2003. Is it commercially irresponsible to trust? Journal of Business Ethics, 45: 183-193. doi:10.1023/A:1024115727737
Bogenrieder, I., & Nooteboom, B. 2004. Learning groups: What types are there? A theoretical analysis and an empirical
study in a consultancy firm. Organization Studies, 25: 287-313. doi:10.1177/0170840604040045
Bohnet, I., Herrman, B., & Zeckhauser, R. 2010. Trust and the reference points for trustworthiness in Gulf and Western
countries. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 125: 811-828. doi:10.1162/qjec.2010.125.2.811
Bohnet, I., & Zeckhauser, R. 2004. Trust, risk and betrayal. Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 55: 467-484.
doi:10.1016/j.jebo.2003.11.004
Bolton, G. E., Katok, E., & Ockenfels, A. 2004. How effective are electronic reputation mechanisms? An experimental
investigation. Management Science, 50: 1587-1602. doi:10.1287/mnsc.1030.0199
Bouty, I. 2000. Interpersonal and interaction influences on informal resource exchanges between R&D researchers across
organizational boundaries. Academy of Management Journal, 43: 50-65. doi:10.2307/1556385
Branzei, O., Vertinsky, I., & Camp, R. 2007. Culture-contingent signs of trust in emergent relationships. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 104: 61-82. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.11.002
Brewer, M. B. 1979. In-group bias in the minimal intergroup situation: A cognitive-motivational analysis. Psychological
Bulletin, 86: 307-324. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.86.2.307
Brockner, J., Siegel, P. A., Daly, J. P., Tyler, T., & Martin, C. 1997. When trust matters: The moderating effect of outcome
favorability. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42: 558-583. doi:10.2307/2393738
Brouthers, K. D., & Bamossy, G. J. 2006. Post-formation processes in Eastern and Western European joint ventures.
Journal of Management Studies, 43: 203-229. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00588.x
Brouthers, K. D., & Brouthers, L. 2003. Why service and manufacturing entry mode choices differ: The influence of transaction cost factors, risk and trust. Journal of Management Studies, 40: 1179-1204. doi:10.1111/1467-6486.00376
Brower, H., Lester, S., Korsgaard, M., & Dineen, B. 2009. A closer look at trust between managers and subordinates:
Understanding the effects of both trusting and being trusted on subordinate outcomes. Journal of Management, 35:
327-347. doi:10.1177/0149206307312511
Brower, H., Schoorman, F., & Tan, H. H. 2000. A model of relational leadership: The integration of trust and leader—
member exchange. Leadership Quarterly, 11: 227-250. doi:10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00040-0
Brown, M. E., Treviño, L. K., & Harrison, D. A. 2005. Ethical leadership: A social learning perspective for construct
development and testing. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 97: 117-134. doi:10.1016/j.
obhdp.2005.03.002
Bryant, P. 2009. Self-regulation and moral awareness among entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing, 24: 505-518.
doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2008.04.005
Burke, C., Sims, D. E., Lazzara, E. H., & Salas, E. 2007. Trust in leadership: A multi-level review and integration.
Leadership Quarterly, 18: 606-632. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.09.006
Burt, S. R., & Knez, M. 1996. Trust and third-party gossip. In R. M. Kramer & T. R. Tyler (Eds.), Trust in organizations:
Frontiers of theory and research: 68-89. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Burton, R. M., Lauridsen, J., & Obel, B. 2004. The impact of organizational climate and strategic fit on firm performance.
Human Resource Management, 43: 67-82. doi:10.1002/hrm.20003
Cable, D. M., & Edwards, J. R. 2004. Complementary and supplementary fit: A theoretical and empirical integration.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 89: 822-834. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.89.5.822
Caldwell, C., & Clapham, S. E. 2003. Organizational trustworthiness: An international perspective. Journal of Business
Ethics, 47: 349-364. doi:10.1023/A:1027370104302
Caldwell, C., & Dixon, R. 2010. Love, forgiveness, and trust: Critical values of the modern leader. Journal of Business
Ethics, 93: 91-101. doi:10.1007/s10551-009-0184-z
Caldwell, C., & Hansen, M. 2010. Trustworthiness, governance, and wealth creation. Journal of Business Ethics, 97: 173188. doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0503-4
Caldwell, C., Hayes, L., Bernal, P., & Karri, R. 2008. Ethical stewardship—Implications for leadership and trust. Journal
of Business Ethics, 78: 153-164. doi:10.1007/s10551-006-9320-1
Caldwell, C., Hayes, L., & Long, D. 2010. Leadership, trustworthiness, and ethical stewardship. Journal of Business Ethics,
96: 497-512. doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0489-y

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

Fulmer, Gelfand / Trust Across Organizational Levels   1217
Cameron, A. F., & Webster, J. 2011. Relational outcomes of multicommunicating: Integrating incivility and social exchange
perspectives. Organization Science, 22: 754-771. doi:10.1287/orsc.1100.0540
Carson, S. J., Madhok, A., Varman, R., & John, G. 2003. Information processing moderators of the effectiveness of trustbased governance in interfirm R&D collaboration. Organization Science, 14: 45-56. doi:10.1287/orsc.14.1.45.12811
Castaldo, S., Perrini, F., Misani, N., & Tencati, A. 2009. The missing link between corporate social responsibility and
consumer trust: The case of fair trade products. Journal of Business Ethics, 84: 1-15. doi:10.1007/s10551-008-9669-4
Castaldo, S., Premazzi, K., & Zerbini, F. 2010. The meaning(s) of trust. A content analysis on the diverse conceptualizations
of trust in scholarly research on business relationships. Journal of Business Ethics, 96: 657-668. doi:10.1007/s10551010-0491-4
Chan, D. 1998. Functional relations among constructs in the same content domain at different levels of analysis: A typology
of composition models. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83: 234-246. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
Chan, H., Lam, K., & Liu, P. 2011. The structure of trust in China and the U.S. Journal of Business Ethics, 100: 553-566.
doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0700-1
Chattopadhyay, P. 2003. Can dissimilarity lead to positive outcomes? The influence of open versus closed minds. Journal
of Organizational Behavior, 24: 295. doi:10.1002/job.188
Chattopadhyay, P., & George, E. 2001. Examining the effects of work externalization through the lens of social identity
theory. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86: 781-788. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.86.4.781
Chen, C. C., Chen, Y., & Xin, K. 2004. Guanxi practices and trust in management: A procedural justice perspective.
Organization Science, 15: 200-209. doi:10.1287/orsc.1030.0047
Chen, C., & Indartono, S. 2011. Study of commitment antecedents: The dynamic point of view. Journal of Business Ethics,
103: 529-541. doi:10.1007/s10551-011-0878-x
Chen, G., & Bliese, P. D. 2002. The role of different levels of leadership in predicting self and collective efficacy: Evidence
for discontinuity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87: 549-556. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.87.3.549
Chen, G., Bliese, P. D., & Mathieu, J. E. 2005. Conceptual framework and statistical procedures for delineating
and testing multilevel theories of homology. Organizational Research Methods, 8: 375-409.
doi:10.1177/1094428105280056
Chen, G., Bliese, P. D., Payne, S. C., Zaccaro, S. J., Simsarian Webber, S., Mathieu, J. E., & Born, D. H. 2002.
Simultaneous examination of the antecedents and consequences of efficacy beliefs at multiple levels of analysis.
Human Performance, 15: 381-409. doi:10.1207/S15327043HUP1504_05
Chen, G., Mathieu, J. E., & Bliese, P. D. 2004. A framework for conducting multilevel construct validation. In
F. J. Yammarino & F. Dansereau (Eds.), Research in multilevel issues: Vol. 3. Multi-level issues in organizational
behavior and processes: 273-303. Oxford, UK: Elsevier.
Chen, Y. 2010. The drivers of green brand equity: Green brand image, green satisfaction, and green trust. Journal of
Business Ethics, 93: 307-319. doi:10.1007/s10551-009-0223-9
Chen, Z. X., Aryee, S., & Lee, C. 2005. Test of a mediation model of perceived organizational support. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 66: 457-470. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2004.01.001
Child, J., & Möllering, G. 2003. Contextual confidence and active trust development in the Chinese business environment.
Organization Science, 14: 69-80. doi:10.1287/orsc.14.1.69.12813
Choi, C., Eldomiaty, T., & Kim, S. 2007. Consumer trust, social marketing and ethics of welfare exchange. Journal of
Business Ethics, 74: 17-23. doi:10.1007/s10551-006-9128-z
Choi, J. 2008. Event justice perceptions and employees’ reactions: Perceptions of social entity justice as a moderator.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 93: 513-528. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.513
Chou, L., Wang, A., Wang, T., Huang, M., & Cheng, B. 2008. Shared work values and team member
effectiveness: The mediation of trustfulness and trustworthiness. Human Relations, 61: 1713-1742.
doi:10.1177/0018726708098083
Chua, R. Y. J., Ingram, P., & Morris, M. W. 2008. From the head and the heart: Locating cognition- and affect-based trust
in managers’ professional networks. Academy of Management Journal, 51: 436-452. doi:10.5465/AMJ.2008.32625956
Chua, R. Y. J., Morris, M. W., & Ingram, P. 2009. Guanxi vs networking: Distinctive configurations of affect- and cognition-based trust in the networks of Chinese vs American managers. Journal of International Business Studies, 40:
490-508. doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400422
Cohen-Charash, Y., & Spector, P. E. 2001. The role of justice in organizations: A meta-analysis. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 86: 278-321. doi:10.1006/obhd.2001.2958
Coleman, J. S. 1988. Social capital in the creation of human capital. American Journal of Sociology, 94: 95-120.
doi:10.1086/228943
Collins, C., & Smith, K. 2006. Knowledge exchange and combination: The role of human resource practices in the performance of high-technology firms. Academy of Management Journal, 3: 544-560. doi:10.5465/AMJ.2006.21794671
Colquitt, J. A., LePine, J. A., Piccolo, R. F., Zapata, C. P., & Rich, B. L. 2012. Explaining the justice–performance relationship: Trust as exchange deepener or trust as uncertainty reducer? Journal of Applied Psychology, 97: 1-15. doi:10.1037/
a0025208
Colquitt, J. A., LePine, J. A., Zapata, C. P., & Wild, R. 2011. Trust in typical and high-reliability contexts: Building and
reacting to trust among firefighters. Academy of Management Journal, 54: 999-1015. doi:10.5465/amj.2006.0241
Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., & LePine, J. A. 2007. Trust, trustworthiness, and trust propensity: A meta-analytic test of their
unique relationships with risk taking and job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92: 909-927.
doi:10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

1218    Journal of Management / July 2012
Conger, J., Kanungo, R., & Menon, S. 2000. Charismatic leadership and follower effects. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 21: 747-767. doi:10.1002/1099-1379(200011)21:7<747::AID-JOB46>3.0.CO;2-J
Corsín Jiménez, A. 2011. Trust in anthropology. Anthropological Theory, 11: 177-196.
Costa, A. 2003. Work team trust and effectiveness. Personnel Review, 32: 605-622. doi:10.1108/00483480310488360
Coyle-Shapiro, J. A.-M. 2002. A psychological contract perspective on organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 23: 927-946. doi:10.1002/job.173
Coyle-Shapiro, J. A.-M., & Morrow, P. 2003. The role of individual differences in employee adoption of TQM orientation.
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 62: 320-340. doi:10.1016/S0001-8791(02)00041-6
Coyle-Shapiro, J. A.-M., Morrow, P. C., Richardson, R., & Dunn, S. R. 2002. Using profit-sharing to enhance employee
attitude: A longitudinal examination of the effects on trust and commitment. Human Resource Management, 41:
423439. doi:10.1002/hrm.10052
Croonen, E. 2010. Trust and fairness during strategic change processes in franchise systems. Journal of Business Ethics,
95: 191-209. doi:10.1007/s10551-009-0354-z
Cruz, C. C., Gómez-Mejia, L. R., & Becerra, M. 2010. Perceptions of benevolence and the design of agency contracts:
CEO-TMT relationships in family firms. Academy of Management Journal, 53: 69-89. doi:10.5465/amj.2010.48036975
Currall, S. C., & Inkpen, A. C. 2002. A multilevel approach to trust in joint ventures. Journal of International Business
Studies, 33: 479-495. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Czaban, L., Hocevar, M., Jaklic, M., & Whitley, R. 2003. Path dependence and contractual relations in emergent capitalism:
Contrasting state socialist legacies and inter-firm cooperation in Hungary and Slovenia. Organization Studies, 24: 7-28.
doi:10.1177/0170840603024001854
Daft, R. L., & Lengel, R. H. 1986. Organizational information requirements, media richness and structural design.
Management Science, 32: 554-571. doi:10.1287/mnsc.32.5.554
Dansereau, F., & Alutto, J. A. 1990. Level-of-analysis issues in climate and culture research. In B. Schneider (Ed.),
Organizational climate and culture: 193-236. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Dansereau, F., & Yammarino, F. J. 2000. Within and between analysis: The variant paradigm as an underlying approach to
theory building and testing. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in
organizations: 425-466. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Das, T. K, & Teng, B. 1998. Between trust and control: Developing confidence in partner cooperation in alliances. Academy
of Management Review, 23: 491-512. doi:10.2307/259291
Dasborough, M. T., Ashkanasy, N. M., Tee, E. Y., & Tse, H. H. 2009. What goes around comes around: How meso-level
negative emotional contagion can ultimately determine organizational attitudes toward leaders. Leadership Quarterly,
20: 571-585. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.04.009
Davies, M. A. P., Lassar, W., Manolis, C., Prince, M., & Winsor, R. D. 2011. A model of trust and compliance in franchise
relationships. Journal of Business Venturing, 26: 321-340. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.09.005
Davis, J. H., Allen, M. R., & Hayes, H. 2010. Is blood thicker than water? A study of stewardship perceptions in family
business. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 34: 1093-1116. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00415.x
Davis, J. H., Schoorman, F., Mayer, R. C., & Tan, H. 2000. The trusted general manager and business unit performance:
Empirical evidence of a competitive advantage. Strategic Management Journal, 21: 563-576. doi:10.1002/(SICI)10970266(200005)21:5<563::AID-SMJ99>3.0.CO;2-0
De Clercq, D., & Sapienza, H. J. 2005. When do venture capital firms learn from their portfolio companies?
Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 29: 517-535. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00096.x
De Cremer, D., Tenbrunsel, A., & Van Dijke, M. 2010. Regulating ethical failures: Insights from psychology. Journal of
Business Ethics, 95: 1-6. doi:10.1007/s10551-011-0789-x
De Cremer, D., & Tyler, T. 2007. The effects of trust in authority and procedural fairness on cooperation. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 92: 639-649. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.639
De Dreu, C. K. W., & Gelfand, M. J. 2008. Conflict in the workplace: Sources, dynamics, and functions across multiple
levels of analysis. In C. K. W. De Dreu & M. J. Gelfand (Eds.), The psychology of conflict and conflict management in
organizations: 3-54. New York: Lawrence Erlbaum.
De Dreu, C. K. W., Greer, L. L., Handgraaf, M. J. J., Shalvi, S., Van Kleef, G. A., Baas, M., Ten Velden, F. S., Van Dijk,
E., & Feith, S. W. W. 2010. The neuropeptide oxytocin regulates parochial altruism in intergroup conflict among
humans. Science, 328: 1408-1411. doi:10.1126/science.1189047
Deery, S. J., Iverson, R. D., & Walsh, J. T. 2006. Toward a better understanding of psychological contract breach: A study
of customer service employees. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91: 166-175. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.91.1.166
De Jong, B. A., & Dirks, K. T. in press. Beyond shared perceptions of trust and monitoring in teams: Implications of asymmetry and dissensus. Journal of Applied Psychology. doi:10.1037/a0026483
De Jong, B. A., & Elfring, T. 2010. How does trust affect the performance of ongoing teams? The mediating role of reflexivity, monitoring, and effort. Academy of Management Journal, 53: 535-549. doi:10.5465/AMJ.2010.51468649
De Jong, S. B., Van der Vegt, G. S., & Molleman, E. 2007. The relationships among asymmetry in task dependence, perceived helping behavior, and trust. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92: 1625-1637. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1625
Dekker, H. C., & Van den Abbeele, A. 2010. Organizational learning and interfirm control: The effects of partner search
and prior exchange experiences. Organization Science, 21: 1233-1250. doi:10.1287/orsc.1090.0505
Dellarocas, C. 2003. The digitization of word of mouth: Promise and challenges of online feedback mechanisms.
Management Science, 49: 1407-1424. doi:10.1287/mnsc.49.10.1407.17308
Den Nieuwenboer, N. A., & Kaptein, M. 2008. Spiraling down into corruption: A dynamic analysis of the social identity
processes that cause corruption in organizations to grow. Journal of Business Ethics, 83: 133-146. doi:10.1007/s10551007-9617-8

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

Fulmer, Gelfand / Trust Across Organizational Levels   1219
DeRosa, D. M., Hantula, D. A., Kock, N., & D’Arcy, J. 2004. Trust and leadership in virtual teamwork: A media naturalness
perspective. Human Resource Management, 43: 219-232. doi:10.1002/hrm.20016
DeSanctis, G., & Poole, M. 1994. Capturing the complexity in advanced technology use: Adaptive structuration theory.
Organization Science, 5: 121-147. doi:10.1287/orsc.5.2.121
Desmet, P. T., De Cremer, D., & Van Dijk, E. 2010. On the psychology of financial compensations to restore fairness
transgressions: When intentions determine value. Journal of Business Ethics, 95: 105-115. doi:10.1007/s10551-0110791-3
Desmet, P. T., De Cremer, D., & Van Dijk, E. 2011. In money we trust? The use of financial compensations to repair trust
in the aftermath of distributive harm. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 114: 75-86.
doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.10.006
Deutsch, M. 1958. Trust and suspicion. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2: 265-279. doi:10.1177/002200275800200401
Dietz, G., & Den Hartog, D. 2006. Measuring trust inside organisations. Personnel Review, 35: 557-588.
doi:10.1108/00483480610682299
Dietz, G., Gillespie, N., & Chao, G. T. 2010. Unravelling the complexities of trust and culture. In M. N. K. Saunders, D.
Skinner, G. Dietz, N. Gillespie, & R. J. Lewicki (Eds.), Organizational trust: A cultural perspective: 3-41. New York:
Cambridge University Press.
D’Iribarne, P. 2003. The combination of strategic games and moral community in the functioning of firms. Organization
Studies, 24: 1283-1307. doi:10.1177/01708406030248002
Dirks, K. T. 2000. Trust in leadership and team performance: Evidence from NCAA basketball. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 85: 1004-1012. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.1004
Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. 2001. The role of trust in organizational settings. Organization Science, 12: 450-467.
doi:10.1287/orsc.12.4.450.10640
Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. 2002. Trust in leadership: Meta-analytic findings and implications for research and practice.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87: 611-628. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.611
Dirks, K. T., Kim, P. H., Ferrin, D. L., & Cooper, C. D. 2011. Understanding the effects of substantive responses on trust
following a transgression. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 114: 87-103. doi:10.1016/j.
obhdp.2010.10.003
Dirks, K. T., Lewicki, R. J., & Zaheer, A. 2009. Repairing relationships within and between organizations: Building a
conceptual foundation. Academy of Management Review, 34: 68-84. doi:10.5465/AMR.2009.35713285
Dirks, K. T., & McLean Parks, J. 2003. Conflicting stories: The state of the science of conflict. In J. Greenberg (Ed.)
Organizational behavior: The state of the science: 283-324. Philadelphia: Lawrence Earlbaum Associates.
Dirks, K. T., & Skarlicki, D. P. 2004. Trust in leaders: Existing research and emerging issues. In R. M. Kramer & K. S.
Cook (Eds.), Trust and distrust in organizations: Dilemmas and approaches: 21-40. New York: Russell Sage
Foundation.
Dirks, K. T., & Skarlicki, D. P. 2009. The relationship between being perceived as trustworthy by coworkers and individual performance. Journal of Management, 35: 136-157. doi:10.1177/0149206308321545
Dolfsma, W., Van der Eijk, R., & Jolink, A. 2009. On a source of social capital: Gift exchange. Journal of Business Ethics,
89: 315-329. doi:10.1007/s10551-008-0002-z
Doney, P. M., Cannon, J. P., & Mullen, M. R. 1998. Understanding the influence of national culture on the development
of trust. Academy of Management Review, 23: 601-620. doi:10.2307/259297
Drake, M., & Schlachter, J. 2008. A virtue–ethics analysis of supply chain collaboration. Journal of Business Ethics, 82:
851-864. doi:10.1007/s10551-007-9597-8
Drazin, R., Glynn, M., & Kazanjian, R. K. 1999. Multilevel theorizing about creativity in organizations: A sensemaking
perspective. Academy of Management Review, 24: 286-307. doi:10.5465/AMR.1999.1893937
Du, S., Bhattacharya, C. B., & Sen, S. 2011. Corporate social responsibility and competitive advantage: Overcoming the
trust barrier. Management Science, 57: 1527-1545. doi: 10.1287/mnsc.1110.1403
Dulac, T., Coyle-Shapiro, J. M., Henderson, D. J., & Wayne, S. J. 2008. Not all responses to breach are the same: The
interconnection of social exchange and psychological contract processes in organizations. Academy of Management
Journal, 51: 1079-1098. doi:10.5465/AMJ.2008.35732596
Dunn, J. R., & Schweitzer, M. E. 2005. Feeling and believing: The influence of emotion on trust. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 88: 736-748. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.736
Dutton, J. E., Worline, M., Frost, P. J., & Lilius, J. 2006. Explaining compassion organizing. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 51: 59-96. doi:10.2189/asqu.51.1.59
Dyer, J. H., & Chu, C. 2000. The determinants of trust in supplier-buyer relations in the U.S., Japan, and Korea. Journal
of International Business Studies, 31: 259-285. doi: 10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490905
Dyer, J. H., & Chu, W. 2003. The role of trustworthiness in reducing transaction costs and improving performance:
Empirical evidence from the United States, Japan, and Korea. Organization Science, 14: 57-68. doi:10.1287/
orsc.14.1.57.12806
Edwards, J. R., & Cable, D. M. 2009. The value of value congruence. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94: 654-677.
doi:10.1037/a0014891
Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., & Sowa, D. 1986. Perceived organizational support. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 71: 500-507. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.500
Elsbach, K. D., & Elofson, G. 2000. How the packaging of decision explanations affects perceptions of trustworthiness.
Academy of Management Journal, 43: 80-89. doi:10.2307/1556387
Faems, D., Janssens, M., Madhok, A., & Van Looy, B. 2008. Toward an integrative perspective on alliance governance:
Connecting contract design, trust dynamics, and contract application. Academy of Management Journal, 51: 10531078. doi:10.5465/amj.2008.35732527

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

1220    Journal of Management / July 2012
Faems, D., Janssens, M., & Van Looy, B. 2007. The initiation and evolution of interfirm knowledge transfer in R&D
relationships. Organization Studies, 28: 1699-1728. doi:10.1177/0 170840606082222
Fairchild, R. 2011. An entrepreneur’s choice of venture capitalist or angel-financing: A behavioral game-theoretic
approach. Journal of Business Venturing, 26: 359-374. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.09.003
Fang, E. 2011. The effect of strategic alliance knowledge complementarity on new product innovativeness in China.
Organization Science, 22: 158-172. doi:10.1287/orsc.1090.0512
Farndale, E., Van Ruiten, J., Kelliher, C., & Hope-Hailey, V. 2011. The influence of perceived employee voice on organizational commitment: An exchange perspective. Human Resource Management, 50: 113-129. doi:10.1002/hrm.20404
Ferrin, D. L., Bligh, M. C., & Kohles, J. C. 2007. Can I trust you to trust me? A theory of trust, monitoring, and cooperation
in interpersonal and intergroup relationships. Group and Organization Management, 32: 465-499.
doi:10.1177/1059601106293960
Ferrin, D. L., Bligh, M. C., & Kohles, J. C. 2008. It takes two to tango: An interdependence analysis of the spiraling of
perceived trustworthiness and cooperation in interpersonal and intergroup relationships. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 107: 161-178. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2008.02.012
Ferrin, D. L., & Dirks, K. T. 2003. The use of rewards to increase and decrease trust: Mediating processes and differential
effects. Organization Science, 14: 18-31. doi:10.1287/orsc.14.1.18.12809
Ferrin, D. L., Dirks, K. T., & Shah, P. 2006. Direct and indirect effects of third-party relationships on interpersonal trust.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 91: 870-883. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.870
Ferrin, D. L., & Gillespie, N. 2010. Trust differences across national–societal cultures: Much to do, or much ado about
nothing? In M. N. K. Saunders, D. Skinner, G. Dietz, N. Gillespie, & R. J. Lewicki (Eds.), Organizational trust: A
cultural perspective: 42-86. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Ford, C. M., & Gioia, D. A. 2000. Factors influencing creativity in the domain of managerial decision making. Journal of
Management, 26: 705-732. doi:10.1016/S0149-2063(00)00053-2
Fryxell, G., Dooley, R., & Vryza, M. 2002. After the ink dries: The interaction of trust and control in US-based international joint ventures. Journal of Management Studies, 39: 865-886. doi:10.1111/1467-6486.00315
Fukuyama, F. 1995. Trust: The social virtues and the creation of prosperity. New York: Free Press.
Fulmer, C. A., & Gelfand, M. J. in press. How do I trust thee? Dynamic trust patterns and their individual and social contextual determinants. In K. Sycara, M. J. Gelfand, & A. Abbe (Eds.), Modeling inter-cultural collaboration and negotiation. New York: Springer.
Gainey, T. W., & Klaas, B. S. 2003. The outsourcing of training and development: Factors impacting client satisfaction.
Journal of Management, 29: 207-229. doi:10.1177/014920630302900205
Gambetta, D. 1988. Can we trust trust? In D. Gambetta (Ed.), Trust: Making and breaking cooperative relations: 213-237.
Cambridge, MA: Basil Blackwell.
Gao, L., Janssen, O., & Shi, K. 2011. Leader trust and employee voice: The moderating role of empowering leader behaviors. Leadership Quarterly, 22: 787-798. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.015
Gardner, W. L., Fischer, D., & Hunt, J. G. 2009. Emotional labor and leadership: A threat to authenticity. Leadership
Quarterly, 20: 466-482. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.03.011
Gelfand, M. J., Erez, M., & Aycan, Z. 2007. Cross-cultural organizational behavior. Annual Review of Psychology, 58:
479-514. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085559
George, E. 2003. External solutions and internal problems: The effects of employment externalization on internal workers’
attitudes. Organization Science, 14: 386-402. doi:10.1287/orsc.14.4.386.17488
Gibson, C. B. 2001. Me and us: Differential relationships among goal-setting training, efficacy and effectiveness at the
individual and team level. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22: 789-808. doi:10.1002/job.114
Gibson, C., & Birkinshaw, J. 2004. The antecedents, consequences, and mediating role of organizational ambidexterity.
Academy of Management Journal, 47: 209-226. doi:10.2307/20159573
Giddens, A. 1984. The constitution of society: Outline of the theory of structuration. Berkeley: University of California
Press.
Giessner, S. R., & Van Knippenberg, D. 2008. “License to fail”: Goal definition, leader group prototypicality, and perceptions of leadership effectiveness after leader failure. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 105:
14-35. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2007.04.002
Gillespie, N., & Dietz, G. 2009. Trust repair after an organization-level failure. Academy of Management Review, 34: 127145. doi:10.5465/AMR.2009.35713319
Gillespie, N., & Mann, L. 2004. Transformational leadership and shared values: The building blocks of trust. Journal of
Managerial Psychology, 19: 588-607. doi:10.1108/02683940410551507
Glick, W. H. 1985. Conceptualizing and measuring organizational and psychological climate: Pitfall in multilevel research.
Academy of Management Review, 10: 601-616. doi:10.5465/AMR.1985.4279045
Glückler, J., & Armbrüster, T. 2003. Bridging uncertainty in management consulting: The mechanisms of trust and networked reputation. Organization Studies, 24: 269-297. doi:10.1177/0170840603024002346
Goel, S., Bell, G. G., & Pierce, J. L. 2005. The perils of Pollyanna: Development of the over-trust construct. Journal of
Business Ethics, 58: 203-218. doi:10.1007/s10551-005-1415-6
Goel, S., & Karri, R. 2006. Entrepreneurs, effectual logic, and over-trust. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 30: 477493. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00131.x
Goldberg, L. R. 1999. A broad-bandwidth, public domain, personality inventory measuring the lower-level facets of several
five-factor models. In I. Mervielde, I. Deary, F. De Fruyt, & F. Ostendorf (Eds.), Personality psychology in Europe:
7-28. Tilburg, the Netherlands: Tilburg University Press.

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

Fulmer, Gelfand / Trust Across Organizational Levels   1221
Golden, T. D., & Raghuram, S. 2010. Teleworker knowledge sharing and the role of altered relational and technological
interactions. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31: 1061-1085. doi:10.1002/job.652
Gopinath, C. C., & Becker, T. E. 2000. Communication, procedural justice, and employee attitudes: Relationships under
conditions of divestiture. Journal of Management, 26: 63-83. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Grabner-Kräuter, S. 2002. The role of consumers’ trust in online-shopping. Journal of Business Ethics, 39: 43-50. Retrieved
from EBSCOhost.
Grabner-Kräuter, S. 2009. Web 2.0 social networks: The role of trust. Journal of Business Ethics, 90: 505-522. doi:10.1007/
s10551-010-0603-1
Graebner, M. 2009. Caveat venditor: Trust asymmetries in acquisitions of entrepreneurial firms. Academy of Management
Journal, 52: 435-472. doi:10.5465/AMJ.2009.41330413
Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. 1995. Relationship-based approach to leadership: Development of leader–member exchange
(LMX) theory of leadership over 25 years: Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. Leadership Quarterly, 6:
219-247. doi:10.1016/1048-9843(95)90036-5
Graham, M. E., & Tarbell, L. M. 2006. The importance of the employee perspective in the competency development of
human resource professionals. Human Resource Management, 45: 337-355. doi:10.1002/hrm.20116
Granovetter, M. 1985. Economic action and social structure: The problem of embeddedness. American Journal of
Sociology, 91: 481-510. doi:10.1086/228311
Grant, A. M., & Sumanth, J. J. 2009. Mission possible? The performance of prosocially motivated employees depends on
manager trustworthiness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94: 927-944. doi:10.1037/a0014391
Grant, A. M., & Wall, T. D. 2009. The neglected science and art of quasi-experimentation: Why-to, when-to, and how-to
advice for organizational researchers. Organizational Research Methods, 12: 653-686. doi:10.1177/1094428108320737
Greenwood, M., & Buren, H., III. 2010. Trust and stakeholder theory: Trustworthiness in the organisation–stakeholder
relationship. Journal of Business Ethics, 95: 425-438. doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0414-4
Gulati, R., & Nickerson, J. A. 2008. Interorganizational trust, governance choice, and exchange performance. Organization
Science, 19: 688-708. doi:10.1287/orsc.1070.0345
Gulati, R., & Sytch, M. 2007. Dependence asymmetry and joint dependence in interorganizational relationships: Effects of
embeddedness on a manufacturer’s performance in procurement relationships. Administrative Science Quarterly, 52:
32-69. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Gullett, J., Do, L., Canuto-Carranco, M., Brister, M., Turner, S., & Caldwell, C. 2009. The buyer–supplier relationship: An
integrative model of ethics and trust. Journal of Business Ethics, 90: 29-341. doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0430-4
Gunia, B. C., Brett, J. M., Nandkeolyar, A. K., & Kamdar, D. 2011. Paying a price: Culture, trust, and negotiation consequences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96: 744-789. doi:10.1037/a0021986
Guzzo, R. A., & Dickson, M. W. 1996. Teams in organizations: Recent research on performance and effectiveness. Annual
Review of Psychology, 47: 307-338. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.47.1.307
Hamilton, D. L., & Sherman, S. J. 1996. Perceiving persons and groups. Psychological Review, 103: 336-355.
doi:10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.336
Hansen, S. S., Dunford, B., Boss, A., Boss, R. R., & Angermeier, I. 2011. Corporate social responsibility and the benefits
of employee trust: A cross-disciplinary perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 102: 29-45. doi:10.1007/s10551-0110903-0
Hays, J. C., & Williams, J. R. 2011. Testing multiple motives in feedback seeking: The interaction of instrumentality and
self protection motives. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 79: 496-504. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2011.01.007
Heider, F. 1958. The psychology of interpersonal relations. New York: John Wiley.
Hempel, P. S., Zhang, Z.-X., & Tjosvold, D. 2009. Conflict management between and within teams for trusting relationships and performance in China. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30: 41-65. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. 2010. Most people are not WEIRD. Nature, 466: 29. doi:10.1038/466029
Hernandez, M. 2008. Promoting stewardship behavior in organizations: A leadership model. Journal of Business Ethics,
80: 121-128. doi:10.1007/s10551-007-9440-2
Hill, N., Bartol, K. M., Tesluk, P. E., & Langa, G. A. 2009. Organizational context and face-to-face interaction: Influences
on the development of trust and collaborative behaviors in computer-mediated groups. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 108: 187-201. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2008.10.002
Hiller, N. J., DeChurch, L. A., Murase, T., & Doty, D. 2011. Searching for outcomes of leadership: A 25-year review.
Journal of Management, 37: 1137-1177. doi:10.1177/0149206310393520
Hite, J. M. 2005. Evolutionary processes and paths of relationally embedded network ties in emerging entrepreneurial
firms. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 29: 113-144. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00072.x
Hodson, R. 2004. Organizational trustworthiness: Findings from the population of organizational ethnographies.
Organization Science, 15: 432-445. doi:10.1287/orsc.1040.0077
Hoetker, G., Swaminathan, A., & Mitchell, W. 2007. Modularity and the impact of buyer–supplier relationships on the
survival of suppliers. Management Science, 53: 178-191. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Hofmann, D. A., Lei, Z., & Grant, A. M. 2009. Seeking help in the shadow of doubt: The sensemaking process underlying
how nurses decide whom to ask for advice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94: 1261-1274. doi:10.1037/a0016557
Howorth, C., & Moro, A. 2006. Trust within entrepreneur bank relationships: Insights from Italy. Entrepreneurship: Theory
and Practice, 30: 495-517. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00132.x
Howorth, C., Westhead, P., & Wright, M. 2004. Buyouts, information asymmetry and the family management dyad. Journal
of Business Venturing, 19: 509. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2003.04.002
Huang, L., & Murnighan, J. K. 2010. What’s in a name? Subliminally activating trusting behavior. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 111: 62-70. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.10.002

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

1222    Journal of Management / July 2012
Huang, X., & Iun, J. 2006. The impact of subordinate–supervisor similarity in growth-need strength on work outcomes: The
mediating role of perceived similarity. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27: 1121-1148. doi:10.1002/job.415
Huang, X., Iun, J., Liu, A., & Gong, Y. 2010. Does participative leadership enhance work performance by inducing empowerment or trust? The differential effects on managerial and non-managerial subordinates. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 31: 122-143. doi:10.1002/job.636
Huff, L., & Kelley, L. 2003. Levels of organizational trust in individualist versus collectivist societies: A seven-nation
study. Organization Science, 14: 81-90. doi:10.1287/orsc.14.1.81.12807
Hummels, H., & Roosendaal, H. E. 2001. Trust in scientific publishing. Journal of Business Ethics, 34: 87-100.
doi:10.1023/A:1012282216211
Ingenhoff, D., & Sommer, K. 2010. Trust in companies and in CEOs: A comparative study of the main influences. Journal
of Business Ethics, 95: 339-355. doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0363-y
Inkpen, A. C., & Currall, S. C. 2004. The coevolution of trust, control, and learning in joint ventures. Organization Science,
15: 586-599. doi:10.1287/orsc.1040.0079
Inkpen, A. C., & Tsang, E. K. 2005. Social capital, networks, and knowledge transfer. Academy of Management Review,
30: 146-165. doi:10.5465/AMR.2005.15281445
Ireland, R., Hitt, M. A., & Vaidyanath, D. 2002. Alliance management as a source of competitive advantage. Journal of
Management, 28: 413-446. doi:10.1177/014920630202800308
Jahdi, K., & Acikdilli, G. 2009. Marketing communications and corporate social responsibility: Marriage of convenience
or shotgun wedding? Journal of Business Ethics, 88: 103-113. doi:10.1007/s10551-009-0113-1
Janowicz-Panjaitan, M., & Krishnan, R. 2009. Measures for dealing with competence and integrity violations of interorganizational trust at the corporate and operating levels of organizational hierarchy. Journal of Management Studies, 46:
245-268. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00798.x
Janowicz-Panjaitan, M., & Noorderhaven, N. G. 2009. Trust, calculation, and interorganizational learning of tacit knowledge:
An organizational roles perspective. Organization Studies, 30: 1021-1044. doi:10.1177/0170840609337933
Jap, S. D., & Anderson, E. 2003. Safeguarding interorganizational performance and continuity under ex post opportunism.
Management Science, 49: 1684-1701. doi:10.1287/mnsc.49.12.1684.25112
Jap, S. D., & Anderson, E. 2007. Testing a life-cycle theory of cooperative interorganizational relationships: Movement
across stages and performance. Management Science, 53: 260-275. doi:10.1287/mnsc.1060.0610
Jap, S., Robertson, D. C., & Hamilton, R. 2011. The dark side of rapport: Agent misbehavior face-to-face and online.
Management Science, 57: 1610-1622. doi:10.1287/mnsc.1110.1359
Jarvenpaa, S., & Leidner, D. 1999. Communication and trust in global virtual teams. Organization Science, 10: 791-815.
doi:10.1287/orsc.10.6.791
Jeffries, F. L., & Reed, R. 2000. Trust and adaptation in relational contracting. Academy of Management Review, 25: 873882. doi:10.2307/259212
Jehn, K., & Mannix, E. 2001. The dynamic nature of conflict: A longitudinal study of intragroup conflict and group performance. Academy of Management Journal, 44: 238-251. doi:10.2307/3069453
Jensen, M. 2003. The role of network resources in market entry: Commercial banks’ entry into investment banking, 19911997. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48: 466-497. doi:10.2307/3556681
Jiang, C. X., Chua, R. Y. J., Kotabe, M., & Murray, J. Y. 2011. Effects of cultural ethnicity, firm size, and firm age on senior
executives’ trust in their overseas business partners: Evidence from China. Journal of International Business, 42: 11501173. doi:10.1057/jibs.2011.35
Jing, X., & Xie, J. 2011. Group buying: A new mechanism for selling through social interactions. Management Science,
57: 1354-1372. doi:10.1287/mnsc.1110.1366
Johnson, R. E., & Lord, R. G. 2010. Implicit effects of justice on self-identity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95: 681-695.
doi:10.1037/a0019298
Johnston, S., & Selsky, J. W. 2006. Duality and paradox: Trust and duplicity in Japanese business practice. Organization
Studies, 27: 183-205. doi:10.1177/0170840605057666
Jones, G., & George, J. 1998. The experience and evolution of trust: Implications for cooperation and teamwork. Academy
of Management Review, 23: 531-546. doi:10.2307/259293
Jöreskog, K. G., & Sörbom, D. 1993. LISREL 8: Structural equation modeling with the SIMPLIS command language.
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Joshi, A., Lazarova, M. B., & Liao, H. 2009. Getting everyone on board: The role of inspirational leadership in geographically dispersed teams. Organization Science, 20: 240-252. doi:10.1287/Orsc.1080.0383
Jung, D., & Avolio, B. 2000. Opening the black box: An experimental investigation of the mediating effects of trust and
value congruence on transformational and transactional leadership. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21: 949-964.
doi:10.1002/1099-1379(200012)21:8<949::AID-JOB64>3.0.CO;2-F
Jung, D., Yammarino, F. J., & Lee, J. K. 2009. Moderating role of subordinates’ attitudes on transformational leadership
and effectiveness: A multi-cultural and multi-level perspective. Leadership Quarterly, 20: 586-603. doi:10.1016/j.
leaqua.2009.04.011
Kale, P., Singh, H., & Perlmutter, H. 2000. Learning and protection of proprietary assets in strategic alliances: Building
relational capital. Strategic Management Journal, 21: 217-237. doi:10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200003)21:3<217::AIDSMJ95>3.0
Kalshoven, K., Den Hartog, D. N., & De Hoogh, A. H. 2011. Ethical leadership at work questionnaire: Development and
validation of a multidimensional measure. Leadership Quarterly, 22: 51-69. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.12.007
Kasper-Fuehrer, E. C., & Ashkanasy, N. M. 2001. Communicating trustworthiness and building trust in interorganizational
virtual organizations. Journal of Management, 27: 235-254. doi:10.1177/014920630102700302

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

Fulmer, Gelfand / Trust Across Organizational Levels   1223
Katsikeas, C. S., Skarmeas, D., & Bello, D. C. 2009. Developing successful trust-based international exchange relationships. Journal of International Business Studies, 40: 132-155. doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400401
Keenan, P. A., & Carnevale, P. J. 1989. Positive effects of within-group cooperation on between-group negotiation. Journal
of Applied Social Psychology, 19: 977-992. doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.1989.tb01233.x
Keren, G. 2007. Framing, intentions, and trust–choice incompatibility. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 103: 238-255. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2007.02.002
Kerler, W., & Killough, L. 2009. The effects of satisfaction with a client’s management during a prior audit engagement,
trust, and moral reasoning on auditors’ perceived risk of management fraud. Journal of Business Ethics, 85: 109-136.
doi:10.1007/s10551-008-9752-x
Khazanchi, S., & Masterson, S. S. 2011. Who and what is fair matters: A multi-foci social exchange model of creativity.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32: 86-106. doi:10.1002/job.682
Kickul, J., Gundry, L., & Posig, M. 2005. Does trust matter? The relationship between equity sensitivity and perceived
organizational justice. Journal of Business Ethics, 56: 205-218. doi:10.1007/s10551-004-0992-0
Kiefer, T. 2005. Feeling bad: Antecedents and consequences of negative emotions in ongoing change. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 26: 875-897. doi:10.1002/job.339
Kim, P. H., Dirks, K. T., & Cooper, C. D. 2009. The repair of trust: A dynamic bilateral perspective and multilevel conceptualization. Academy of Management Review, 34: 401-422. doi:10.5465/amr.2009.40631887
Kim, P., Dirks, K., Cooper, C., & Ferrin, D. 2006. When more blame is better than less: The implications of internal vs.
external attributions for the repair of trust after a competence- vs. integrity-based trust violation. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 99: 49-65. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.07.002
Kim, P. H., Ferrin, D. L., Cooper, C. D., & Dirks, K. T. 2004. Removing the shadow of suspicion: The effects of apology
versus denial for repairing competence- versus integrity-based trust violations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89:
104-118. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.89.1.104
Kirkman, B. L., & Rosen, B. 1999. Beyond self-management: Antecedents and consequences of team empowerment.
Academy of Management Journal, 42: 58-74. doi:10.2307/256874
Kirkman, B. L., Rosen, B., Tesluk, P. E., & Gibson, C. B. 2006. Enhancing the transfer of computer-assisted training proficiency in geographically distributed teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91: 706-716. doi:10
.1037/0021-9010.91.3.706 706
Klein, K., Dansereau, F., & Hall, R. 1994. Levels issues in theory development, data collection, and analysis. Academy of
Management Review, 19: 195-229. doi:10.2307/ 258703
Koehler, J. J., & Gershoff, A. D. 2003. Betrayal aversion: When agents of protection become agents of harm. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 90: 244-261. doi:10.1016/S0749-5978(02)00518-6
Koehn, D. 2003. The nature of and conditions for online trust. Journal of Business Ethics, 43: 3-19.
doi:10.1023/A:1022950813386
Korczynski, M., & Ott, U. 2005. Sales work under marketization: The social relations of the cash nexus? Organization
Studies, 26: 707-728. doi:10.1177/0170840605051822
Korsgaard, M., Brodt, S. E., & Whitener, E. M. 2002. Trust in the face of conflict: The role of managerial trustworthy
behavior and organizational context. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87: 312-319. doi:10.1037//0021-9010.87.2.312
Korsgaard, M., Sapienza, H. J., & Schweiger, D. M. 2002. Beaten before begun: The role of procedural justice in planning
change. Journal of Management, 28: 497-516. doi:10.1177/014920630202800402
Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Ilgen, D. R. 2006. Enhancing the effectiveness of work groups and teams. Psychological Science
in the Public Interest, 7: 77-124. doi:10.1111/j.1529-1006.2006.00030.x
Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Klein, K. J. 2000. A multilevel approach to theory and research in organizations: Contextual,
temporal, and emergent processes. In K. J. Klein & S. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods
in organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new directions: 3-90. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Kramer, R. M. 1996. Divergent realities and convergent disappointments in hierarchic relation: Trust and the intuitive auditor at work. In R. M. Kramer & T. R. Tyler (Eds.), Trust in organizations: Frontiers of theory and research: 216-245.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Kramer, R. M. 1999. Trust and distrust in organizations: Emerging perspectives, enduring questions. Annual Review of
Psychology, 50: 569-598. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.50.1.569
Kramer, R. M. 2010. Trust barriers in cross-cultural negotiations: A social psychological analysis. In M. N. K. Saunders, D.
Skinner, G. Dietz, N. Gillespie, & R. J. Lewicki (Eds.), Organizational trust: A cultural perspective: 182-204. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.
Kramer, R. M., & Lewicki, R. J. 2010. Repairing and enhancing trust: Approaches to reducing organizational trust deficits.
Academy of Management Annals, 4: 245-277. doi:10.1080/19416520.2010.487403
Krishnan, R., Martin, X., & Noorderhaven, N. G. 2006. When does trust matter to alliance performance? Academy of
Management Journal, 49: 894-917. doi:10.2307/20159808
Krueger, F., McCabe, K., Moll, J., Kriegeskorte, N., Zahn, R., Strenziok, M., Heinecke, A., & Grafman, J. 2007. Neural
correlates of trust. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 104: 2008420089. doi:10.1073/pnas.07101 03104
Lado, A. A., Dant, R. R., & Tekleab, A. G. 2008. Trust–opportunism paradox, relationalism, and performance in interfirm
relationships: Evidence from the retail industry. Strategic Management Journal, 29: 401-423. doi:10.1002/smj.667
Lane, P. J., Salk, J. E., & Lyles, M. A. 2001. Absorptive capacity, learning, and performance in international joint ventures.
Strategic Management Journal, 22: 1139-1161. doi:10.1002/smj.206
Langfred, C. 2004. Too much of a good thing? Negative effects of high trust and individual autonomy in self-managing
teams. Academy of Management Journal, 47: 385-399. doi:10.2307/20159588

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

1224    Journal of Management / July 2012
Langfred, C. 2007. The downside of self-management: A longitudinal study of the effects of conflict on trust, autonomy,
and task interdependence in self-managing teams. Academy of Management Journal, 50: 885-900. doi:10.5465/
AMJ.2007.26279196
Lapidot, Y., Kark, R., & Shamir, B. 2007. The impact of situational vulnerability on the development and erosion of followers’ trust in their leader. Leadership Quarterly, 18: 16-34. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.11.004
La Porta, R., Lopez-de-Silanes, F., Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. W. 1997. Trust in large organisations. American Economic
Review Papers and Proceedings, 87: 333-338.
Lau, D. C., & Liden, R. C. 2008. Antecedents of coworker trust: Leaders’ blessings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93:
1130-1138. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1130
Lau, D. C., & Murnighan, J. 1998. Demographic diversity and faultlines: The compositional dynamics of organizational
groups. Academy of Management Review, 23: 325-340. doi:10.2307/259377
Lee, C., Pillutla, M., & Law, K. S. 2000. Power-distance, gender and organizational justice. Journal of Management, 26:
685-704. doi:10.1177/014920630002600405
Lee, K., Yang, G., & Graham, J. L. 2006. Tension and trust in international business negotiations: American executives
negotiating with Chinese executives. Journal of International Business Studies, 37: 623-641. doi:10.1057/palgrave.
jibs.8400215
Leiter, M. P., & Laschinger, H. K. 2011. The impact of civility interventions on employee social behavior, distress and
attitudes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96: 1258-1274. doi:10.1037/a0024442
Levi, M., & Stoker, L. 2000. Political trust and trustworthiness. Annual Review of Political Science, 3: 475-508.
doi:10.1146/annurev.polisci.3.1.475
Levin, D. Z., & Cross, R. 2004. The strength of weak ties you can trust: The mediating role of trust in effective knowledge
transfer. Management Science, 50: 1477-1490. doi:10.1287/mnsc.1030.0136
Levin, D. Z., Whitener, E. M., & Cross, R. 2006. Perceived trustworthiness of knowledge sources: The moderating effect
of relationship length. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91: 1163-1171. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1163
Lewicki, R. J., & Bunker, B. 1996. Developing and maintaining trust in work relationships. In R. M. Kramer &
T. R. Tyler (Eds.), Trust in organizations: Frontiers of theory and research: 114-139. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Lewicki, R. J., McAllister, D. J., & Bies, R. J. 1998. Trust and distrust: New relationships and realities. Academy of
Management Review, 23: 438-458. doi:10.2307/259288
Lewicki, R. J., Tomlinson, E., & Gillespie, N. 2006. Models of interpersonal trust development: Theoretical approaches,
empirical evidence, and future directions. Journal of Management, 32: 991-1022. doi:10.1177/0149206306294405
Li, A., & Cropanzano, R. 2009. Do East Asians respond more/less strongly to organizational justice than North Americans?
A meta-analysis. Journal of Management Studies, 46: 787-805. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00825.x
Li, J., Poppo, L., & Zhou, K. 2010. Relational mechanisms, formal contracts, and local knowledge acquisition by international subsidiaries. Strategic Management Journal, 31: 349-370. doi:10.1002/smj.813
Lievens, F., & De Corte, W. 2008. Development and test of a model of external organizational commitment in human
resources outsourcing. Human Resource Management, 47: 559-579. doi:10.1002/hrm.20232
Lin, C. 2010. Modeling corporate citizenship, organizational trust, and work engagement based on attachment theory.
Journal of Business Ethics, 94: 517-531. doi:10.1007/s10551-009-0279-6
Lin, C., Chen, S., Chiu, C., & Lee, W. 2011. Understanding purchase intention during product-harm crises: Moderating
effects of perceived corporate ability and corporate social responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics, 102: 455-471.
doi:10.1007/s10551-011-0824-y
Lind, E. 2001. Fairness heuristic theory: Justice judgments as pivotal cognitions in organizational relations. In J.
Greenberg, R. Cropanzano, J. Greenberg, & R. Cropanzano (Eds.), Advances in organization justice: 56-88. Palo Alto,
CA: Stanford University Press.
Lindsley, D. H., Brass, D. J., & Thomas, J. B. 1995. Efficacy-performing spirals: A multilevel perspective. Academy of
Management Review, 20: 645-678. doi:10.5465/AMR.1995.9508080333
Lo, S., & Aryee, S. 2003. Psychological contract breach in a Chinese context: An integrative approach. Journal of
Management Studies, 40: 1005-1020. doi:10.1111/1467-6486.00368
Lonner, W. J. 1980. The search for psychological universals. In H. C. Triandis & W. W. Lambert (Eds.), Handbook of crosscultural psychology: 143-204. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
Lount, R. 2010. The impact of positive mood on trust in interpersonal and intergroup interactions. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 98: 420-433. doi:10.1037/a0017344
Lui, S. S. 2009. The roles of competence trust, formal contract, and time horizon in interorganizational learning.
Organization Studies, 30: 333-353. doi:10.1177/0170840608101139
Lui, S. S., & Ngo, H. 2005. An action pattern model of inter-firm cooperation. Journal of Management Studies, 42: 11231153. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00536.x
Luo, Y. 2008. Procedural fairness and interfirm cooperation in strategic alliances. Strategic Management Journal, 29:
27-46. doi:10.1002/smj.646
Lyon, F. 2006. Managing co-operation: Trust and power in Ghanaian associations. Organization Studies, 27: 31-52.
doi:10.1177/0170840605056392
MacKenzie, R. 2008. From networks to hierarchies: The construction of a subcontracting regime in the Irish telecommunications industry. Organization Studies, 29: 867-886. doi:10.1177/0170840608088706
Madjar, N., & Ortiz-Walters, R. 2008. Customers as contributors and reliable evaluators of creativity in the service industry.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 29: 949-966. doi:10.1002/job.522
Maguire, S., & Phillips, N. 2008. “Citibankers” at Citigroup: A study of the loss of institutional trust after a merger. Journal
of Management Studies, 45: 372-401. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00760.x

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

Fulmer, Gelfand / Trust Across Organizational Levels   1225
Mäkelä, K., & Brewster, C. 2009. Interunit interaction contexts, interpersonal social capital, and the differing levels of
knowledge sharing. Human Resource Management, 48: 591-613. doi:10.1002/hrm.20300
Malhotra, D., & Lumineau, F. 2011. Trust and collaboration in the aftermath of conflict: The effects of contract structure.
Academy of Management Journal, 54: 981-998. doi:10.5465/amj.2009.0683
Malhotra, D., & Murnighan, J. 2002. The effects of contracts on interpersonal trust. Administrative Science Quarterly, 47:
534-559. doi:10.2307/3094850
Mannix, E. A. 1993. Organizations as resource dilemmas: The effects of power balance on coalition formation in small
groups. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 55: 1-22. doi:10.1006/obhd.1993.1021
Markus, H., & Kitayama, S. 1991. Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion, and motivation. Psychological
Review, 98: 224-253. doi:10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224
Marsh, S. 1994. Formalizing trust as a computational concept. PhD thesis, Department of Mathematics and Computer
Science, University of Stirling, UK.
May, D. R., & Schwoerer, C. E. 1994. Developing effective work teams: Guidelines for fostering work team efficacy.
Organization Development Journal, 12: 29-39. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Mayer, R. C., & Davis, J. 1999. The effect of the performance appraisal system on trust for management: A field quasiexperiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84: 123-136. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.84.1.123
Mayer, R. C., Davis, J., & Schoorman, F. 1995. An integrative model of organizational trust. Academy of Management
Review, 20: 709-734. doi:10.2307/258792
Mayer, R. C., & Gavin, M. B. 2005. Trust in management and performance: Who minds the shop while the employees
watch the boss? Academy of Management Journal, 48: 874-888. doi:10.2307/20159703
McAllister, D. 1995. Affect- and cognition-based trust as foundations for interpersonal cooperation in organizations.
Academy of Management Journal, 38: 24-59. doi:10.2307/256727
McCarter, M. W., Mahoney, J. T., & Northcraft, G. B. 2011. Testing the waters: Using collective real options to manage the
social dilemma of strategic alliances. Academy of Management Review, 36: 621-640. doi:10.5465/AMR.2011.65554629
McEvily, B., & Marcus, A. 2005. Embedded ties and the acquisition of competitive capabilities. Strategic Management
Journal, 26: 1033-1055. doi:10.1002/smj.484
McEvily, B., Perrone, V., & Zaheer, A. 2003. Trust as an organizing principle. Organization Science, 14: 91-103.
doi:10.1287/orsc.14.1.91.12814
McEvily, B., & Tortoriello, M. 2011. Measuring trust in organisational research: Review and recommendations. Journal of
Trust Research, 1: 23-63. doi:10.1080/21515581.2011.552424
McGinn, K. L., & Keros, A. T. 2002. Improvisation and the logic of exchange in socially embedded transactions.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 47: 442-473. doi:10.2307/3094847
McKnight, D., Choudhury, V., & Kacmar, C. 2002. Developing and validating trust measures for e-commerce: An integrative typology. Information Systems Research, 13: 334-359. doi:10.1287/isre.13.3.334.81
Menges, J. I., Walter, F., Vogel, B., & Bruch, H. 2011. Transformational leadership climate: Performance linkages, mechanisms, and boundary conditions at the organizational level. Leadership Quarterly, 22: 893-909. doi:10.1016/j.
leaqua.2011.07.010
Mesquita, L. F. 2007. Starting over when the bickering never ends: Rebuilding aggregate trust among clustered firms
through trust facilitators. Academy of Management Review, 32: 72-91. doi:10.5465/AMR.2007.23463711
Meyerson, D., Weick, K. E., & Kramer, R. M. 1996. Swift trust and temporary groups. In R. M. Kramer &
T. R. Tyler (Eds.), Trust in organizations: Frontiers of theory and research: 166-195. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Millar, C., & Choi, C. 2009. Networks, social norms and knowledge sub-networks. Journal of Business Ethics, 90: 565574. doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0607-x
Miner-Rubino, K., & Reed, W. D. 2010. Testing a moderated mediational model of workgroup incivility: The roles of
organizational trust and group regard. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 40: 3148-3168. doi:10.1111/j.1559
1816.2010.00695.x
Mislin, A. A., Campagna, R. L., & Bottom, W. P. 2011. After the deal: Talk, trust building and the implementation of
negotiated agreements. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 115: 55-68. doi:10.1016/j.
obhdp.2011.01.002
Molina-Morales, F., & Martínez-Fernández, M. 2009. Too much love in the neighborhood can hurt: How an excess of
intensity and trust in relationships may produce negative effects on firms. Strategic Management Journal, 30: 10131023. doi:10.1002/smj.766
Möllering, G. 2006. Trust: Reason, routine, reflexivity. Oxford: Elsevier.
Montes, S., & Irving, P. 2008. Disentangling the effects of promised and delivered inducements: Relational and transactional contract elements and the mediating role of trust. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93: 1367-1381. doi:10.1037/
a0012851
Moran, P. 2005. Structural vs. relational embeddedness: Social capital and managerial performance. Strategic Management
Journal, 26: 1129-1151. doi:10.1002/smj.486
Morck, R., & Yeung, B. 2004. Family control and the rent-seeking society. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 28:
391-409. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6520.2004.00053.x
Morse, E. A., Fowler, S. W., & Lawrence, T. B. 2007. The impact of virtual embeddedness on new venture survival:
Overcoming the liabilities of newness. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 31: 139-159.
doi:10.1111/j.1540-6520.2007.00167.x
Mui, L., Mohtashemi, M., & Halberstadt, A. 2002. A computational model of trust and reputation. In Proceedings of the
35th Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Science: 188-196. Washington, DC: IEEE Computer Society.
Murrell, A. J., Blake-Beard, S., Porter, D. M., & Perkins-Williamson, A. 2008. Interorganizational formal mentoring:
Breaking the concrete ceiling sometimes requires support from the outside. Human Resource Management, 47: 275294. doi:10.1002/hrm.20212

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

1226    Journal of Management / July 2012
Muthén, B. O. 1994. Multilevel covariance structure analysis. Sociological methods and research, 22: 376-398.
doi:10.1177/0049124194022003006
Muthusamy, S. K., & White, M. A. 2005. Learning and knowledge transfer in strategic alliances: A social exchange view.
Organization Studies, 26: 415-441. doi:10.1177/017840605050874
Nakayachi, K., & Watabe, M. 2005. Restoring trustworthiness after adverse events: The signaling effects of voluntary
“hostage posting” on trust. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 97: 1-17. doi:10.1016/j.
obhdp.2005.02.001
Naquin, C. E., & Paulson, G. D. 2003. Online bargaining and interpersonal trust. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88: 113120. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.88.1.113
Naumann, S. E., & Bennett, N. 2000. A case for procedural justice climate: Development and test of a multilevel model.
Academy of Management Journal, 43: 881-889. doi:10.2307/1556416
Neergaard, H., & Ulhøi, J. 2006. Government agency and trust in the formation and transformation of interorganizational entrepreneurial networks. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 30: 519-539. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00133.x
Newell, S., David, G., & Chand, D. 2007. An analysis of trust among globally distributed work teams in an organizational
setting. Knowledge & Process Management, 14: 158-168. doi:10.1002/kpm.284
Nguyen, T. V., & Rose, J. 2009. Building trust—Evidence from Vietnamese entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing,
24: 165-182. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2008.03.004
Nicholls-Nixon, C. L., Davila Castilla, J., Sanchez Garcia, J., & Rivera Pesquera, M. 2011. Latin America management
research: Review, synthesis, and extension. Journal of Management, 37: 1178-1227. doi:10.1177/
0149206311403151
Nielsen, B., & Nielsen, S. 2009. Learning and innovation in international strategic alliances: An empirical test of the
role of trust and tacitness. Journal of Management Studies, 46: 1031-1056. doi:10.1111/
j.1467-6486.2009.00840.x
Nishii, L. H., Lepak, D. P., & Schneider, B. 2008. Employee attributions of the “why” of HR practices: Their effects on
employee attitudes and behaviors, and customer satisfaction. Personnel Psychology, 61: 503-545.
doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.2008.00121.x
Norman, S. M., Avolio, B. J., & Luthans, F. 2010. The impact of positivity and transparency on trust in leaders and their
perceived effectiveness. Leadership Quarterly, 21: 350-364. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.03.002
Olekalns, M., & Smith, P. 2007. Loose with the truth: Predicting deception in negotiation. Journal of Business Ethics, 76:
225-238. doi:10.1007/s10551-006-9279-y
Olekalns, M., & Smith, P. 2009. Mutually dependent: Power, trust, affect and the use of deception in negotiation. Journal
of Business Ethics, 85: 347-365. doi:10.1007/s10551-008-9774-4
Olson, B., Parayitam, S., & Bao, Y. 2007. Strategic decision making: The effects of cognitive diversity, conflict and trust
on decision outcomes. Journal of Management, 33: 196-222. doi:10.1177/0149206306298657
Oreg, S., & Sverdlik, N. 2011. Ambivalence toward imposed change: The conflict between dispositional resistance to
change and the orientation toward the change agent. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96: 337-349. doi:10.1037/
a0021100
Ostroff, C., Kinicki, A. J., & Tamkins, M. M. 2003. Organizational culture and climate. In W. C. Borman, D. R. Ilgen, & R.
J. Klimoski (Eds.), Handbook of psychology: Industrial and organizational psychology: 565-593. Hoboken, NJ: John
Wiley.
Ostroff, C., & Schulte, M. 2007. Multiple perspectives of fit in organizations across levels of analysis. In C. Ostroff & T.
A. Judge (Eds.), Perspectives on organizational fit: 3-69. New York: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Özer, Ö., Zhen, Y., & Chen, K.-Y. 2011. Trust in forecast information sharing. Management Science, 57: 1111-1137.
Pablo, A. L., Reay, T., Dewald, J. R., & Casebeer, A. L. 2007. Identifying, enabling and managing dynamic capabilities in
the public sector. Journal of Management Studies, 44: 687-708. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00675.x
Painter-Morland, M. 2008. Systemic leadership and the emergence of ethical responsiveness. Journal of Business Ethics,
82: 509-524. doi:10.1007/s10551-008-9900-3
Palanski, M., Kahai, S., & Yammarino, F. 2011. Team virtues and performance: An examination of transparency, behavioral
integrity, and trust. Journal of Business Ethics, 99: 201-216. doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0650-7
Palanski, M. E., & Yammarino, F. J. 2009. Integrity and leadership: A multi-level conceptual framework. Leadership
Quarterly, 20: 405-420. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.03.008
Palanski, M. E., & Yammarino, F. J. 2011. Impact of behavioral integrity on follower job performance: A three-study
examination. Leadership Quarterly, 22: 765-786. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.014
Parker, S. K., Williams, H. M., & Turner, N. 2006. Modeling the antecedents of proactive behavior at work. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 91: 636-652. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.91.3.636
Patzelt, H., & Shepherd, D. A. 2008. The decision to persist with underperforming alliances: The role of trust and control.
Journal of Management Studies, 45: 1217-1243. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00791.x
Pearce, J., Branyiczki, I., & Bigley, G. 2000. Insufficient bureaucracy: Trust and commitment in particularistic organizations. Organization Science, 11: 148-162. doi:10.1287/orsc.11.2.148.12508
Perrone, V., Zaheer, A., & McEvily, B. 2003. Free to be trusted? Organizational constraints on trust in boundary spanners.
Organization Science, 14: 422-439. doi:10.1287/orsc.14.4.422.17487
Peterson, R. S., & Behfar, K. J. 2003. The dynamic relationship between performance feedback, trust, and conflict in
groups: A longitudinal study. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 92: 102-112. doi:10.1016/
S0749-5978(03)00090-6
Pillai, R., Williams, E. A., Lowe, K. B., & Jung, D. I. 2003. Personality, transformational leadership, trust, and the 2000
U.S. presidential vote. Leadership Quarterly, 14: 161. doi:10.1016/S1048-9843(03)00008-0

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

Fulmer, Gelfand / Trust Across Organizational Levels   1227
Polzer, J., Crisp, C., Jarvenpaa, S., & Kim, J. 2006. Extending the faultline model to geographically dispersed teams: How
colocated subgroups can impair group functioning. Academy of Management Journal, 49: 679-692. doi:10.5465/
amj.2006.22083024
Poppo, L., & Zenger, T. 2002. Do formal contracts and relational governance function as substitutes or complements?
Strategic Management Journal, 23: 707-726. doi:10.1002/smj.249
Poppo, L., Zhou, K., & Ryu, S. 2008. Alternative origins to interorganizational trust: An interdependence perspective on
the shadow of the past and the shadow of the future. Organization Science, 19: 39-55. doi:10.1287/orsc.1070.0281
Porter, C., & Donthu, N. 2008. Cultivating trust and harvesting value in virtual communities. Management Science, 54:
113-128. doi:10.1287/mnsc.1070.0765
Premeaux, S., & Bedeian, A. G. 2003. Breaking the silence: The moderating effects of self-monitoring in predicting speaking up in the workplace. Journal of Management Studies, 40: 1537-1562. doi:10.1111/1467-6486.00390
Pučėtaitė, R., & Lämsä, A. 2008. Developing organizational trust through advancement of employees’ work ethic in a postsocialist context. Journal of Business Ethics, 82: 325-337. doi:10.1007/s10551-008-9922-x
Puffer, S. M., McCarthy, D. J., & Boisot, M. 2010. Entrepreneurship in Russia and China: The impact of formal institutional
voids. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 34: 441-467. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00353.x
Puranam, P., & Vanneste, B. S. (2009). Trust and governance: Untangling a tangled web. Academy of Management Review,
34: 11-31. doi:10.5465/AMR.2009.35713271
Raes, A. L., Heijltjes, M. G., Glunk, U., & Roe, R. A. 2011. The interface of the top management team and middle managers: A process model. Academy of Management Review, 36: 102-126. doi:10.5465/AMR.2011.55662566
Raghuram, S., Garud, R., Wiesenfeld, B., & Gupta, V. 2001. Factors contributing to virtual work adjustment. Journal of
Management, 27: 383-405. doi:10.1177/014920630102700309
Raghuram, S., & Wiesenfeld, B. 2004. Work–nonwork conflict and job stress among virtual workers. Human Resource
Management, 43: 259-277. doi:10.1002/hrm.20019
Rangan, S., & Sengul, M. 2009. The influence of macro structure on the foreign market performance of transnational firms:
The value of IGO connections, export dependence, and immigration links. Administrative Science Quarterly, 54: 229267. doi:10.2189/asqu.2009.54.2.229
Rao, A. N., Pearce, J. L., & Xin, K. 2005. Governments, reciprocal exchange and trust among business associates. Journal
of International Business Studies, 36: 104-118. doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400116
Realo, A., Allik, J., & Greenfield, B. 2008. Radius of trust: Social capital in relation to familism and institutional collectivism. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 39: 447-462. doi:10.1177/ 0022022108318096
Restubog, S., Hornsey, M., Bordia, P., & Esposo, S. 2008. Effects of psychological contract breach on organizational citizenship behaviour: Insights from the group value model. Journal of Management Studies, 45: 1377-1400. doi:10.1111/
j.1467-6486.2008.00792.x
Reuer, J. J., & Ariño, A. 2007. Strategic alliance contracts: Dimensions and determinants of contractual complexity.
Strategic Management Journal, 28: 313-330. doi:10.1002/ smj.581
Rivera-Santos, M., & Rufín, C. 2010. Odd couples: Understanding the governance of firm–NGO alliances. Journal of
Business Ethics, 94: 55-70. doi:10.1007/s10551-011-0779-z
Robinson, S. 1996. Trust and breach of the psychological contract. Administrative Science Quarterly, 41: 574-599.
doi:10.2307/2393868
Robson, M. J., Katsikeas, C. S., & Bello, D. C. 2008. Drivers and performance outcomes of trust in international strategic
alliances: The role of organizational complexity. Organization Science, 19: 647-665. doi:10.1287/orsc.1070.0329
Rockmann, K. W., & Northcraft, G. B. 2008. To be or not to be trusted: The influence of media richness on defection and
deception. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 107: 105-122. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2008.02.002
Romano, D. M. 2003. The nature of trust: Conceptual and operational clarification. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Louisiana State University and Agricultural & Mechanical College. Retrieved from ProQuest, http://search.proquest.
com/docview/305321071?accountid=14696
Rosanas, J. 2008. Beyond economic criteria: A humanistic approach to organizational survival. Journal of Business Ethics,
78: 447-462. doi:10.1007/s10551-006-9341-9
Rosanas, J. M., & Velilla, M. 2003. Loyalty and trust as the ethical bases of organizations. Journal of Business Ethics, 44:
49-59. doi:10.1023/A:1023238525433
Rotter, J. B. 1980. Interpersonal trust, trustworthiness, and gullibility. American Psychologist, 35: 1-7. doi:10.1037/0003066X.35.1.1
Rousseau, D., Sitkin, S., Burt, R., & Camerer, C. 1998. Not so different after all: A cross-discipline view of trust. Academy
of Management Review, 23: 393-404. doi:10.1016/S0099-1767(98)90076-9
Roussin, C. 2008. Increasing trust, psychological safety, and team performance through dyadic leadership discovery. Small
Group Research, 39: 224-248. doi:10.1177/1046496408315988
Rubin, R. S., Bommer, W. H., & Bachrach, D. G. 2010. Operant leadership and employee citizenship: A question of trust?
Leadership Quarterly, 21: 400-408. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.03.005
Ruppel, C. P., & Harrington, S. J. 2000. The relationship of communication, ethical work climate, and trust to commitment
and innovation. Journal of Business Ethics, 25: 313-328. doi:10.1023/A:1006290432594
Sabater, J., & Sierra, C. 2005. Review on computational trust and reputation models. Artificial Intelligence Review, 24:
33-60. doi:10.1007/s10462-004-0041-5
Saini, A. 2010. Purchasing ethics and inter-organizational buyer–supplier relational determinants: A conceptual framework.
Journal of Business Ethics, 95: 439-455. doi:10.1007/s10551-010-0432-2
Salamon, S., & Robinson, S. 2008. Trust that binds: The impact of collective felt trust on organizational performance.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 93: 593-601. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.593

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

1228    Journal of Management / July 2012
Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. 1978. A social information processing approach to job attitudes and task design. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 23: 224-253. doi:10.2307/2392563
Saparito, P. A., Chen, C. C., & Sapienza, H. J. 2004. The role of relational trust in bank-small firm relationships. Academy
of Management Journal, 47: 400-410. doi:10.2307/20159589
Sargent, L. D., & Waters, L. E. 2004. Careers and academic research collaborations: An inductive process framework for
understanding successful collaborations. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 64: 308-319. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2002.11.001
Scarlata, M., & Alemany, L. 2010. Deal structuring in philanthropic venture capital investments: Financing instrument,
valuation and covenants. Journal of Business Ethics, 95: 121-145. doi:10.1007/s10551-011-0851-8
Schaubroeck, J., Lam, S. S. K., & Peng, A. C. 2011. Cognition-based and affect-based trust as mediators of leader behavior
influences on team performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96: 863-871. doi:10.1037/a0022625
Scheer, L. K., Kumar, N., & Steenkamp, J. M. 2003. Reactions to perceived inequity in U.S. and Dutch interorganizational
relationships. Academy of Management Journal, 46: 303-316. doi:10.2307/30040624
Schelling, T. C. 1960. The strategy of conflict. Oxford, UK: Harvard University Press.
Schneider, B., & Reichers, A. E. 1983. On the etiology of climates. Personnel Psychology, 36: 19-39.
doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.1983.tb00500.x
Schoorman, F., Mayer, R. C., & Davis, J. 2007. An integrative model of organizational trust: Past, present, and future.
Academy of Management Review, 32: 344-354. doi:10.2307/258792
Schulte, M., Ostroff, C., & Kinicki, A. J. 2006. Organizational climate systems and psychological climate perceptions: A
cross-level study of climate-satisfaction relations. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 79: 654671. doi:10.1348/096317905X72119
Schweitzer, M. E., Hershey, J. C., & Bradlow, E. T. 2006. Promises and lies: Restoring violated trust. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 101: 1-19. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.05.005
Serva, M. A., Fuller, M. A., & Mayer, R. C. 2005. The reciprocal nature of trust: A longitudinal study of interacting teams.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26: 625-648. doi:10.1002/job.331
Shah, R. H., & Swaminathan, V. 2008. Factors influencing partner selection in strategic alliances: The moderating role of
alliance context. Strategic Management Journal, 29: 471-494. doi:0.1002/smj.656
Shamir, B., & Lapidot, Y. 2003. Trust in organizational superior: Systemic and collective considerations. Organization
Studies, 24: 463-491. doi:10.1177/0170840603024003912
Sheppard, B. H., & Sherman, D. M. 1998. The grammars of trust: A model and general implications. Academy of
Management Review, 23: 422-437. doi:10.2307/259287
Shockley-Zalabak, P., Ellis, K., & Winograd, G. 2000. Organizational trust: What it means, why it matters. Organization
Development Journal, 18: 35-48. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Simmons, B. L., Gooty, J., Nelson, D. L., & Little, L. M. 2009. Secure attachment: Implications for hope, trust, burnout,
and performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30: 233-247. doi:10.1002/job.585
Simons, T. 2002. Behavioral integrity: The perceived alignment between managers’ words and deeds as a research focus.
Organization Science, 13: 18-35. doi:10.1287/orsc.13.1.18.543
Simons, T., & Peterson, R. 2000. Task conflict and relationship conflict in top management teams: The pivotal role of
intragroup trust. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85: 102-111. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.102
Six, F., & Sorge, A. 2008. Creating a high-trust organization: An exploration into organizational policies that stimulate
interpersonal trust building. Journal of Management Studies, 45: 857-884. doi:10.1111/
j.1467-6486.2007.00763.x
Small, M. W. 2002. Practical problems and moral values: Things we tend to ignore revisited. Journal of Business Ethics,
39: 401-407. doi:10.1023/A:1019753402597
Sniezek, J. A., & Van Swol, L. M. 2001. Trust, confidence, and expertise in a judge-advisor system. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 84: 288-307. doi:10.1006/obhd.2000.2926
Sonenshein, S., Herzenstein, M., & Dholakia, U. M. 2011. How accounts shape lending decisions through fostering perceived trustworthiness. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 115: 69-84. doi:10.1016/j.
obhdp.2010.11.009
Song, F. 2009. Intergroup trust and reciprocity in strategic interactions: Effects of group decision-making mechanism.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 108: 164-173. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2008.06.005
Sonpar, K., Handelman, J., & Dastmalchian, A. 2009. Implementing new institutional logics in pioneering organizations:
The burden of justifying ethical appropriateness and trustworthiness. Journal of Business Ethics, 90: 345-359.
doi:10.1007/s10551-009-0045-9
Sparrowe, R. T., & Liden, R. C. 2005. Two routes to influence: Integrating leader–member exchange and social network
perspectives. Administrative Science Quarterly, 50: 505-535. doi:10.2189/asqu.50.4.505
Spedale, S., Van Den Bosch, F. J., & Volberda, H. W. 2007. Preservation and dissolution of the target firm’s embedded ties
in acquisitions. Organization Studies, 28: 1169-1196. doi:10.1177/0170840607075672
Stahl, G. K., & Sitkin, S. B. 2005. Trust in mergers and acquisitions. In G. K. Stahl & M. Mendenhall (Eds.), Mergers and
acquisitions: Managing culture and human resources: 82-108. Palo Alto, CA: Stanford Business Press.
Stahl, G. K., Larsson, R., Kremershof, I., & Sitkin, S. B. 2011. Trust dynamics in acquisitions: A case survey. Human
Resource Management, 50: 575-603. doi:10.1002/hrm.20448
Stanaland, A., Lwin, M., & Murphy, P. 2011. Consumer perceptions of the antecedents and consequences of corporate
social responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics, 102: 47-55. doi:10.1007/s10551-011-0904-z
Stewart, K. J. 2003. Trust transfer on the World Wide Web. Organization Science, 14: 5-17. doi:10.1287/orsc.14.1.5.12810
Strong, K. C., Ringer, R. C., & Taylor, S. A. 2001. The rules of stakeholder satisfaction (timeliness, honesty, empathy).
Journal of Business Ethics, 32: 219-230. doi:10.1023/A:1010714703936

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

Fulmer, Gelfand / Trust Across Organizational Levels   1229
Sy, T. 2010. What do you think of followers? Examining the content, structure, and consequences of implicit followership
theories. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 113: 73-84. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.06.001
Sztompka, P. 1999. Trust: A sociological theory. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Szulanski, G., Cappetta, R., & Jensen, R. J. 2004. When and how trustworthiness matters: Knowledge transfer and the
moderating effect of causal ambiguity. Organization Science, 15: 600-613. doi:10.1287/orsc.1040.0096
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. 1979. An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social
psychology of intergroup relations: 33-47. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. 1986. The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In S. Worchel & W. Austin (Eds.),
Psychology of intergroup relations: 7-24. Chicago: Nelson-Hall.
Talaulicar, T., Grundei, J., & Werder, A. V. 2005. Strategic decision making in start-ups: The effect of top management team
organization and processes on speed and comprehensiveness. Journal of Business Venturing, 20: 519-541.
doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2004.02.001
Tan, H., & Lim, A. 2009. Trust in coworkers and trust in organizations. Journal of Psychology: Interdisciplinary and
Applied, 143: 45-66. doi:10.3200/JRLP.143.1.45-66
Tan, J., Yang, J., & Veliyath, R. 2009. Particularistic and system trust among small and medium enterprises: A comparative
study in China’s transition economy. Journal of Business Venturing, 24: 544-557. doi:10.1016/j.jbusvent.2008.05.007
Tomlinson, E. C., Dineen, B. R., & Lewicki, R. J. 2004. The road to reconciliation: Antecedents of victim willingness to
reconcile following a broken promise. Journal of Management, 30: 165-187. doi:10.1016/j.jm.2003.01.003
Tomlinson, E., & Mayer, R. 2009. The role of casual attribution dimensions in trust repair. Academy of Management
Review, 34: 85-104. doi:10.5465/amr.2009.35713291
Tomlinson, F. 2005. Idealistic and pragmatic versions of the discourse of partnership. Organization Studies, 26: 1169-1188.
doi:10.1177/0170840605055338
Trapp, N. L. 2011. Staff attitudes to talking openly about ethical dilemmas: The role of business ethics conceptions and
trust. Journal of Business Ethics, 103: 543-552. doi:10.1007/s10551-011-0879-9
Treadway, D. C., Hochwarter, W. A., Ferris, G. R., Kacmar, C. J., Douglas, C., Ammeter, A. P., & Buckley, M. 2004. Leader
political skill and employee reactions. Leadership Quarterly, 15: 493-513. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2004.05.004
Triandis, H. C. 1989. The self and social behavior in differing cultural contexts. Psychological Review, 96: 506-552.
doi:10.1037/0033-295X.96.3.506
Tsai, W., & Ghoshal, S. 1998. Social capital and value creation: The role of intrafirm networks. Academy of Management
Journal, 41: 464-476. doi:10.1234/12345678
Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, W. K. 2000. A multidisciplinary analysis of the nature, meaning, and measurement of trust.
Review of Educational Research, 70: 547-593. doi:10.2307/1170781
Van Dierendonck, D. 2011. Servant leadership: A review and synthesis. Journal of Management, 37: 1228-1261.
doi:10.1177/0149206310380462
Van Dijke, M., De Cremer, D., & Mayer, D. M. 2010. The role of authority power in explaining procedural fairness effects.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 95: 488-502. doi:10.1037/a0018921
Van Marrewijk, M. 2004. The social dimension of organizations: Recent experiences with great place to work assessment
practices. Journal of Business Ethics, 55: 135-146. doi:10.1007/s10551-004-1897-7
Verbeke, A., & Greidanus, N. S. 2009. The end of the opportunism vs trust debate: Bounded reliability as a new envelope
concept in research on MNE governance. Journal of International Business Studies, 40: 1471-1495. doi:10.1057/
jibs.2009.44
Walumbwa, F. O., Luthans, F., Avey, J. B., & Oke, A. 2011. Authentically leading groups: The mediating role of collective
psychological capital and trust. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32: 4-24. doi:10.1002/job.653
Wang, H. C., He, J., & Mahoney, J. T. 2009. Firm-specific knowledge resources and competitive advantage: The roles of
economic- and relationship-based employee governance mechanisms. Strategic Management Journal, 30: 1265-1285.
doi:10.1002/smj.787
Wang, S., Tomlinson, E. C., & Noe, R. A. 2010. The role of mentor trust and protégé internal locus of control in formal
mentoring relationships. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95: 38-367. doi:10.1037/a0017663
Wasti, S. A., & Tan, H. 2010. Antecedents of supervisor trust in collectivist cultures: Evidence from Turkey and China. In
M. N. K. Saunders, D. Skinner, G. Dietz, N. Gillespie, & R. J. Lewicki (Eds.), Organizational trust: A cultural perspective: 311-334. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Wasti, S. A., Tan, H., Brower, H. H., & Önder, Ç. 2007. Cross-cultural measurement of supervisor trustworthiness: An
assessment of measurement invariance across three cultures. Leadership Quarterly, 18: 477-489. doi:10.1016/j.
leaqua.2007.07.004
Wasti, S., & Wasti, S. 2008. Trust in buyer–supplier relations: The case of the Turkish automotive industry. Journal of
International Business Studies, 39: 118-131. doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400309
Weiner, B. 1992. Human motivation: Metaphors, theories, and research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Whitener, E. 2001. Do “high commitment” human resource practices affect employee commitment? A cross-level analysis
using hierarchical linear modeling. Journal of Management, 27: 515-535. doi:10.1016/S0149-2063(01)00106-4
Whitener, E. M., Brodt, S. E., Korsgaard, M., & Werner, J. M. 1998. Managers as initiators of trust: An exchange relationship framework for understanding managerial trustworthy behavior. Academy of Management Review, 23: 513-530.
doi:10.5465/AMR.1998.926624
Williams, M. 2007. Building genuine trust through interpersonal emotion management: A threat regulation model of
trust and collaboration across boundaries. Academy of Management Review, 32: 595-621. doi:10.2307/20159317
Williamson, O. E. 1993. Calculativeness, trust, and economic organization. Journal of Law and Economics, 34: 453-486.
doi:10.1097/ACM.0b013e3181f59380

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

1230    Journal of Management / July 2012
Wilson, J. M., Straus, S. G., & McEvily, B. 2006. All in due time: The development of trust in computer-mediated and
face-to-face teams. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 99: 16-33. doi:10.1016/j.
obhdp.2005.08.001
Wong, S., & Boh, W. 2010. Leveraging the ties of others to build a reputation for trustworthiness among peers. Academy
of Management Journal, 53: 129-148. doi:10.5465/AMJ.2010.48037265
Woolthuis, R., Hillebrand, B., & Nooteboom, B. 2005. Trust, contract and relationship development. Organization Studies,
26: 813-840. doi:10.1177/0170840605054594
Wu, L.-Y., Wang, C.-J., Chen, C.-P., & Pan, L.-Y. 2008. Internal resources, external network, and competitiveness during
the growth stage: A study of Taiwanese high-tech ventures. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 32: 529-549. doi:
10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00239.x
Wu, W. 2008. Dimensions of social capital and firm competitiveness improvement: The mediating role of information
sharing. Journal of Management Studies, 45: 122-146. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00741.x
Yakovleva, M., Reilly, R., & Werko, R. 2010. Why do we trust? Moving beyond individual to dyadic perceptions. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 95: 79-91. doi:10.1037/a0017102
Yamagishi, T., Cook, K. S., & Watabe, M. 1998. Uncertainty, trust, and commitment formation in the United States and
Japan. American Journal of Sociology, 104: 165-194. doi:10.1086/210005
Yamagishi, T., & Yamagishi, M. 1994. Trust and commitment in the United States and Japan. Motivation and Emotion,
18: 129-166. doi:10.1007/BF02249397
Yang, J., & Mossholder, K. W. 2010. Examining the effects of trust in leaders: A bases-and-foci approach. Leadership
Quarterly, 21: 50-63. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.10.004
Yang, J., Mossholder, K., & Peng, T. 2009. Supervisory procedural justice effects: The mediating roles of cognitive and
affective trust. Leadership Quarterly, 20: 143-154. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.01.009
Yaniv, I., & Kleinberger, E. 2000. Advice taking in decision making: Egocentric discounting and reputation formation.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 83: 260-281. doi:10.1006/obhd.2000.2909
Yoo, T., & Lee, S. H. 2009. In search of social capital in state-activist capitalism: Elite networks in France and Korea.
Organization Studies, 30: 529-547. doi:10.1177/0170840609104397
Young, A. M., & Perrewé, P. L. 2000. What did you expect? An examination of career-related support and social support
among mentors and protégés. Journal of Management, 26: 611-632. doi:10.1177/014920630002600402
Zacharatos, A., Barling, J., & Iverson, R. D. 2005. High-performance work systems and occupational safety. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 90: 77-93. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.77
Zaheer, A., McEvily, B., & Perrone, V. 1998. Does trust matter? Exploring the effects of interorganizational and interpersonal trust on performance. Organization Science, 9: 141-159. doi:10.1287/orsc.9.2.141
Zaheer, S., & Zaheer, A. 2006. Trust across borders. Journal of International Business Studies, 37: 21-29. doi:10.1057/
palgrave.jibs.8400180
Zand, D. E. 1972. Trust and managerial problem solving. Administrative Science Quarterly, 17: 229-239.
doi:10.1234/12345678
Zhang, A., Tsui, A. S., Song, L., Li, C., & Jia, L. 2008. How do I trust thee? The employee–organization relationship,
supervisory support, and middle manager trust in the organization. Human Resource Management, 47: 111-132.
doi:10.1002/hrm.20200
Zhang, Y., George, J. M., & Chan, T. 2006. The paradox of dueling identities: The case of local senior executives in MNC
subsidiaries. Journal of Management, 32: 400-425. doi:10.1177/0149206305280999

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND on February 8, 2013

